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Leland L. Ribb, Donnybrook, N. Dak., ln 

place of C. C. King, transferred. 

OHIO 

Arthur F. Rizzi, Lansing, Ohio, in place ot 
L. A. Franco, resigned. 

Ruth C. Menker, Maria Stein, Ohio, ln 
place of U. B. Menker, deceased. 

OKLAHOMA 

Lily J. Westfall, Carney, Okla., in place of 
J. 0. Deer, deceased. 

Charles F. Rhoton, Jr., Keyes, Okla., in 
place of 0 . L. Badgley, retired. 

PENNSYLVANIA 

Edward L. Thomas, Drifton, Pa., in place 
of N. E. Breslin, retired. 

Paul R. Moore, Enon Valley, Pa., in place 
of P. N. Lindner, resigned. 

Henry L. Haines, Maytown, Pa., in place of 
M. E. Culp, retired. 

Preston L. Allison, Shrewsbury, Pa., in 
place of Marea Stover, retired. 

Stewart C. McCullough, Wattsburg, Pa., in 
place of H. E. Burnham, rertired. 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

William G. Stivers, Dimock, S. Dak., in 
place of C. A. Johnson, retired. 

Eldon E. Case, Pine Ridge, S.Dak., in place 
of H. J. Hagel, transferred. 

TENNESSEE 

M. Greer Raulston, Monteagle, Tenn., in 
place of C. P. Fults, retired. 

Thurman L. Jackson, St. Joseph, Tenn., 
in place of G. M. Bryan, retired. 

TEXAS 

Wilmoth A. Ingalls, Winnie, 'rex., in place 
ot Ethel Gill, retired. 

UTAH 

Max G. Johnson, Midway, Utah, in place 
of N. A. Burgener, retired. 

VERMONT 

Alton A. Ellis, West Pawlet, Vt., in place 
of P. E. Kehoe, retired. · 

VIRGINIA 

William E. Humphreys, Clarksville, Va., 
in place of A. B. Crowder, retired. 

William B. Anderson, Onley, Va., in place 
of W. 0. Brittingham, resigned. · 

George A. Carpenter, Woodberry Forest, 
Va., in place of W. E. Ewers, deceased. 

WASHINGTON 

Genevieve F. Tapscott, Longmire, Wash., 
ln place of H. C. Colvin, resigned. 

WISCONSIN 

George W. Smith, Franksville, Wis., in 
place of W. J. Perlberg, resigned. 

•• .... • • 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 27, 1960 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
Rev. Halley Brooks Oliver, First Con

gregational Church, Owosso, Mich., of
fered the following prayer: 

Our gracious Heavenly Father, we 
pause before Thee to seek the blessing 
of Thy guidance for the work of this 
day. 

May, 0 Lord, those prayers made by 
Thy churches and people, for this Nation 
and these Thy servants, prepare hearts 
and minds for the working of Thy holy 
spirit. 

We so often pray for Thy wisdom, Thy 
spirit, Thy love; yet it is too high, we 
cannot attain unto it. Make us, there
fore, aware that we have wisdom from 
Thee: help us to use it; that we have 

felt Thy spirit: grant that we be recep
tive to it. 

We know the conditions of Thy love 
and that it casteth out fear; may mercy 
and justice be shown. 

Give these Thy servants the under
standing that the Nation honors them 
and looks to their work. May what is 
done be pleasing in Thy sight. We pray 
in the name of the Master. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The Journal of the proceedings of yes

terday was read and approved. 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE AP
PROPRIATION BILL, 1961 

Mr. PRESTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the managers 
on the part of the House may have until 
midnight tonight to file a conference 
report on the bill <H.R. 10234> making 
appropriations for the Department of 
Commerce and related agencies for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1961, and 
for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS 
Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Com
mittee on Public Works may sit during 
the session of the House this afternoon 
during general debate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Okla
homa? 

There was no oqjection. 

and other measures to secure such re
sults. I know enough of the facts, and 
have forewarned about them previously, 
to report that instead of being able to 
cite a case of a democratic free election, 
we will hear claims that these elections 
were rigged. 

How long can the prestige of Western 
democracy and freedom be sustained in 
the Far East if there is so little of it or 
even honesty in so many places where we 
exert an infiuence? 

I have called for a reappraisal of our 
activities in that area. I have said that 
our Foreign Affairs Committee and par
ticularly our Subcommittee on the Far 
East and the Pacific should get the facts 
independently. We dare not let things 
drift; we cannot afford to participate in 
a ''whitewash" or in sweeping dirt under 
the rug. 

Several Members of Congress had 
doubts relative to the appointment of 
J. Graham Parsons as Assistant Secre
tary of State for Far Eastern Affairs. 
His appointment was a mistake and he 
should Qe replaced. The United States 
and all nations associated with us in the 
quest for peace, freedom, and justice 
dare not risk further failures in prin
ciple or direction of purpose. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that my colleague 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. DEVINEl. 
be granted leave of absence for 5 days 
due to business in his congressional dis
trict. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection· to 
the request of the gentleman from Illi
no is? • There was no objection. 

SUBCOMMITI'EES ON LEGISLATIVE THE CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTIONS 
OVERSIGHT, AND HEALTH AND ACT OF 1960 
SAFETY 
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the special Sub
committee on Legislative Oversight and 
the Subcommittee on Health and Safety 
be permitted to sit today during general 
debate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ar
kansas? 

There· was no objection. 

ARE WE FAILING IN THE FAR EAST? 
Mr. MEYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Vermont? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MEYER. Mr. Speaker, yesterday 

I gave facts exposing the farce of so
called democratic free elections on For
mosa ·under Nationalist China and re
lated them to the serious situation in 
South Korea caused by similar hypocrisy 
and injustice. 

Now we have word about so-called 
favorable election results in Laos. But 
we hear little about the use of the army 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is -there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection . 
Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker, it is of pri

mary public interest that campaign ex
penses of candidates for national, State 
and local offices shall be met by large 
numbers of modest contributions rather 
than chiefly from a relatively few large 
contributions. 

The situation has become so serious at 
national levels that there has been talk 
of making appropriations from public 
funds available to the major political 
parties. 

The bill I have just introduced is in
tended to meet the situation by encour
aging large numbers of modest contri
butions to political committees, includ
ing independent committees organized to 
promote a candidate, or candidates. 
This would be done by making contri
butions deductible-but within two strict 
limits. 

One limit would be that in no event 
would the amount deductible exceed 
2 percent of the taxpayer's adjusted 
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gross income-the combined adjusted 
gross income of husband and wife filing 
a joint return. In view of the prime im
portance of our getting political issues 
and candidates before the people, it 
would allow deductions to this end at a . 
fraction of the amounts allowable for 
ordinary charitable contributions and 
gifts. 

Mr. Speaker, in view of the importance 
of encouraging only mode.st contribu
tions, a maximum deductible contribu
tion of any taxpayer is set at $1,000. 

There can be, I recognize, some differ
ence of opinion as to the precise rate and 
overall limit which should be set to con
tributions, but I believe that my pro
posal is both badly needed and basically 
sound in principle. 

PAUL BUTLER 
Mr. FORRESTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FORRESTER. Mr. Speaker, this 

morning's Washington Post carries an 
article saying that Paul Butler, national 
chairman of the Democratic Party, de
scribed the effect of the Negro sitdown. 
demonstrations in the South as "a 
healthy reaction to an un-American 
situation." I wonder now if Mr. Butler 
would know what Americanism is if he 
met it in the middle of the big road. 
This is cheap politics. But the trouble 
is that while that statement is untrue, 
irresponsible statements of that kind are 
calculated to bring and are bringing un
told troubles upon my people. I know 
now, and I believe the majority of the 
Democratic Party knows, _that President 
Truman was on exceedingly solid ground 
when he said that Mr. Butler could never 
make a worthwhile contribution to the 
Democratic Party. Mr. Speaker, Paul 
Butler should resign. 

KOREA 
Mr. DORN of South Carolina. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
South Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DORN of South Carolina. Mr. 

Speaker, the Secretary of State en
couraged mob rule in Korea. He en
couraged mob rule against the duly 
elected government of a free republic. 
The Secretary of State encouraged and 
backed the overthrow of a government 
which was the symbol and epitome of 
freedom in the Far East. The United 
States met the challenge of armed in
ternational Communist aggression for 
the tlrst time in South Korea. We 
sacrificed thousands of the flower of our 
young manhood. In that struggle for 
freedom, the Korean people and their 
great leader, Syngm.an Rhee, fought 
valiantly at our side. This tragic and 
unparalleled action by the State Depart-

ment in Korea could set off a chain re
action all over the world. It could be 
the signal for mob violence against 
every republican form of government on 
the face of the earth. 

Already student mobs are forming in 
Japan. Is the State Department to en
courage them to overthrow the Japanese 
Government? Is the State Department 
again to encourage mob action in 
Panama against the canal? What is 
going to be the attitude of the State 
Department about mob violence in 
South America and in the Near East? 

This action by the Secretary of State 
helped the cause of communism in the 
Far East. It has weakened our defense 
line. It will encourage other mobs to 
form led by "students" with Castro 
sideburns. 

EMERGENCY HOME OWNERSHIP 
ACT 

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, under 
direction of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up the resolution <H. Res. 498) and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as 
follows: 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill 
(H.R. 10213) to amend the National Housing 
Act to halt the serious slump in residential 
construction, to increase both on-site and 
off-site job opportunities, to help achieve 
an expanding full employment economy, and 
to broaden home ownership opportunities 
for the American people. After general de
bate, which shall be confined to the blll, and 
shall continue not to exceed three hours, to 
be equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Banking and CUrrency, 
the bill shall be read for amendment under 
the five-minute rule. At the conclUHion of 
the consideration of the bill for amendment, 
the Committee shall rise and report the bill 
to the House with such amendments as may 
have been adopted, and the previous ques
tion shall be considered as ordered on the 
bill and amendments thereto to final passage 
without intervening motion except one 
motion to recommit. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I make the 

point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently no quorum 
is present. 

Mr. ALBERT. ·Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the House. 

A c·au of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, ·and the fol

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

Alexander 
Anderson, 

Mont. 
Barry 
·Bolling 
Bonner 
Brown, Mo. 
Buckley 
Burleson 
Canfield 
Chelf 
Clark 

.cooley 
Delaney 

[Roll No. 55 J 
Devine 
Dooley 
Dowdy 
Durham 
Fenton 
Flynn 
Frazier 
Gallagher 
Gavin 
Granahan 
Grant 
Gray 
Holifield 
Jackson 

Jones, Ala. 
Keogh 
Kilburn 
La! ore 
McGinley 
Mcintire 
Mailliard 
Martin 
M1ller, 

George P. 
Moeller 
Montoya 
Morgan 
Morris, N. Mex. 

Norblad Rooney 
Felly Roush 
Philbin Saund 
Pilcher Scott 
Powell Shelley 
Rabaut Sheppard 
Roberts Steed 
Rogers, Tex. Sullivan 

Taylor 
Teague, Tex. 
Thompson, N.J. 
Udall 
Walter 
Young 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 368 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

EMERGENCY HOME OWNERSHIP 
ACT 

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. ALLEN] at the conclusion of my re
marks; and at this time I yield myself 
such time as I may require and reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 498 
provides for the consideration of H.R. 
10213, to amend the National Housing 
Act to halt the serious slump in resi
dential construction, to increase both 
onsite and offsite job opportunities, to 
help achieve an expanding full employ
ment eco:p.omy, and to broaden home 
ownership opportunities for the Ameri
can people. The resolution provides for 
an open rule, with 3 hours of general 
debate. 

H.R. 10213 is designed to combat the 
critical shortage of home-mortgage 
credit which has caused a costly upward 
spiral of interest rates, unconscionable 
discounts on FHA and VA mortgages, 
increased use of unsound and costly 
financing devices in the conventional 
loan sector, and a serious decline in 
homebuilding. This has frustrated our 
national policy of improving housing 
conditions and encouraging home owner
ship on a sound basis. Moreover, . the 
drop in residential construction which 
has taken place over the past year has 
resulted in a loss of more than half a 
million jobs. The experience of the 
1957-58 recession . proved that a down
trend in homebuilding activity, if al
lowed to continue unchecked, can under
mine the entire economy. 

The Committee on Banking and Cur
rency is convinced that the dropoff in 
new home construction in the face of 
continued strong demand for housing is 
the direct result of the restrictive mone
tary policies pursued by the monetary 
and fiscal authorities. The hearings 
held on this biil established conclusively 
that this tight money policy has a par
ticularly severe impact on residential 
construction. The purpose of this bill is 
to offset in some measure the discrimina
tory effects of that policy by interposing 
the financial strength of the Federal 
Government in favor of the homebuying 
family in the unequal competition in the 
money :market. This action is essential 
if we are to live up to the national hous
ing policy set forth in the Housing Act of 
1949, and the economic policy established 
by the Employment Act of 1946. 

During the hearings on the Emergency 
H;ome Ownership Act-H.R. 10213-by 
the Subcommittee on Housing, testimony 
in support of the bill was given by labor, 
veteran, and citizen groups, as well as 
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the homebuilding industry. Opposition 
came primarily from spokesmen for the 
large lenders and from the administra
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of 
H.R.498. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may require. 

Mr. Speaker, the best government is 
the form of government that the people 
can offord to pay for. 

Thomas Jefferson, an immortal, wisely 
said: 

The best government is that one which 
governs the least. 

Able and sound economists recommend 
that in times of great prosperity that the 
budget be balanced-that there be no 
deficit financing. 

Notwithstanding these commendable 
admonitions we are considering a billion 
dollar back door raid on the U.S. 
Treasury. 

The sponsors of the bill presently be
fore us, and they are few, designate it as 
the "Emergency Home Ownership Act." 
But the fact is there is no emergency. 
Perhaps it should be called "The Fiscal 
Irresponsibility Act." 

Mr. Speaker, I do not know why this 
bill is presently before us. I have not 
received one letter in support of it. To 
my knowledge there is no demand from 
the people back home for its passage. 

It is of interest to note that when this 
measure was before the Rules Commit
tee that the gentleman from California 
[Mr. McDoNOUGH]-yes, from Los 
Angeles, the fastest growing city in the 
United States-testified: · 

I know of no emergency existing in Los 
Angeles in this field. I know of no demand 
for this legislation. 

Before the Rules Committee, Mr. 
DERWINSKI, our colleague from Chicago, 
Dl., the second largest city in the United 
States, said that he did not know of any 
demand for the passage of this legisla
tion. 

Our colleague, the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. WIDNALLJ, whose dis
trict adjoins New York City, stated be
fore the Rules Committee that he knows 
of no emergency in the field of housing
that he knows of no demand for its 
passage. 

Mr. Speaker, these three distinguished 
colleagues speak for the three most 
densely populated areas in the United 
States. When they state there is no 
emergency and no demand-should we 
not pause and consider? Is it not 
reasonable for us to believe that if an 
emergency exists that they would know 
about it? 

Today, we stand in the midst of our 
greatest prosperity. Today, more peo
ple are gainfully employed than ever 
before in history and with the highest 
wages in history. It is true that there 
are certain areas in our country, par
ticularly West Virginia and certain 
sections of Pennsylvania that are not as 
well off economically as we would like to 
have them but the enactment of this 
legislation would not help them. Fed
eral Government meddling in this field 
would not be of benefit to them. 

It appears that some people believe 
that easy money, continuous GOvern-

ment borrowing and continuous Govern
ment extravagant spending will cure 
everything. "Budget busters" and "irre
sponsible spenders" seem to fear noth
ing. They seem to believe that our Gov
ernment should continue to borrow and 
borrow additional billions of dollars for 
their children and their children's chil
dren to pay back. They attempt to jus
tify themselves by unwisely stating that 
an emergency exists when it does not 
exist. 

Mr. Speaker, it is imperative that all 
of us who believe in sound government, 
that all of us that have a sense of finan
cial stability roll up our sleeves, tighten 
our belts, and stop these extravagant 
spending schemes. It is time for us to 
pause and to realize where we are
financially speaking. 

Mr. Speaker, as sure as I stand here, 
this Congress will be called upon to raise 
our national debt limitation unless the 
spenders are stopped. 

I am certain that if this irresponsible 
bill receives approval today that there 
will be many threats to the balancing of 
the budget. If all the proposals being 
seriously considered by Congress should 
be enacted, the deficit for fiscal year 1961 
will be about $55 billion. If projected 
these bills over a 5-year period would 
amount to a $325 billion deficit. We all 
know that once these extravagant 
schemes start they never stop. 

These are not my figures; they are the 
figures of the Director of the Bureau of 
the Budget that were given to me yester
day. 

So today is a day of decision. The 
question before us is extremely simple. 
If we give in to the extravagant spenders 
we are doomed. We can expect a great 
offense from the budget busters through 
to adjournment date. If an unjustifiable 
bill of this nature can receive the ap
proval of Congress, I ask you: What 
spending schemes can be halted? When 
will we stop? 

So I say to you again-let us dedicate 
ourselves to the simple philosophy that 
"the best government is the type of gov
ernment that the people can afford to 
pay for." That Thomas Jefferson was 
right when he said, "The best govern
ment is one that governs the least." 

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALLEN. I yield. 
Mr. O'NEILL. Does the gentleman 

know how many people in the United 
States are unemployed today? There 
are 4,500,000 people now unemployed in 
this country. 

Mr. ALLEN. What I am saying, and 
he cannot dispute it, is that today there 
are more people employed in the United 
States than ever before in history and 
they are being paid the highest wages in 
history. Of course, there are some places 
such as in West Virginia, for example, 
and certain areas of Pennsylvania where 
there are areas of unemployment. But, 
as a whole, I do not believe the great 
majority of the people think we have any 
great emergency in this country. I do 
not know why these budget busters and 
the.se spenders are coming in with these 
extravagant schemes. They do not seem 
to realize that we do not have any money 
in the U.S. Treasury, but that we have to 

borrow it for our children and their chil
dren and future generations to pay back. 
I say that we should have some sense of 
financial responsibility. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ALLEN. I yield. 
Mr. PUCINSKI. It is my understand

ing that this is an authorization bill, 
and · if the gentleman's statement is cor-

. rect and if there should be no demand 
for this money, then obviously the 
money would not be made available; is 
that not correct? If there is no need 
for the money, the money would never 
be appropriated and would never be 
spent. 

Mr. ALLEN. I will say to my colleague 
from Illinois that it has been my experi
ence that when bills of this nature be
come law that somehow money is made 
available and money is spent. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. I am asking the 
question for some elucidation. Can the 
gentleman explain that to me, please? 

Mr. ALLEN. I say that during my 
long experience, whenever there is 
money available they will put it out. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. I respect the gentle
man's views. I want to know how to 
vote. 

Mr. ALLEN. I am saying to the 
gentleman that when you make money 
available there is always a bunch of 
these "do-gooders" who will see it is 
spent. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. These are not hand
outs. These are not direct appropria
tions given to somebody. 

Mr. ALLEN. Now may I say this: 
These budget busters, these extrava
gant spenders, must realize that if we 
continue along this line we will soon 
have a bill here to raise the national 
debt ceiling. 

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Mc
CoRMACK]. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, we 
are witnessing today something we 
have seen repeatedly over the years, 
where a majority of our Republican 
friends are thinking in terms of status 
quo, in terms of yesterday; and lacking 
in vision. This is another illustration 
where the Republican Old Guard is in 
control of the Republican . Party on the 
congressional level, blind in their opposi
tion, just as they opposed social security 
and the minimum wage. Always fight
ing progress. That is going to be one 
of the big issues in this campaign. The 
Republican Old Guard control of the 
Republican Party on the congressional 
level. We just see another illustration 
of what is going on. The old force of 
reaction, trying to prevent the passage 
of legislation that is necessary in the 
best interests of the pec;>ple of our coun
try. 
· This bill meets an immediate situa

tion that exists. We know of the high 
interest rates. We know the Republi
can administration is responsible for 
them. We know we are paying 4¥2 bil
lion more on our national debt than we 
were paying 7 years ago when Harry 
Truman was in office. 

We also know what large discounts 
are demanded throughout the country, 



8770 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE April 27 

anywhere from 8 to 16 percent discount 
imposed upon borrowers of m~ne~. 

This bill is aimed to meet this situa
tion. It is legislation that is necessary 
in the best interests of the homeowners 
of our country, the backbone of the 
country, the family life of th~ Nation. 
Here we have another illustratiOn of an 
old policy of our Republican friends, the 
great majority of them, blindly oppos
ing; and their opposition clearly sh:ows 
what I have stated on many occasiOns 
and what I will continue to state in the 
months to come between now and the 
fall elections, that the people have no 
hope during the next 4 years if a Re
publican President is elected, because the 
Republican Old Guard will be in control 
of the Government. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. BROWN]. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
again, here on the floor of the House, 
we are seeing another illustration of 
that which has happened so often in the 
past, an appeal to partisan prejudice in 
an attempt to raid the Treasury. 

Personally, I am opposed to this legis
lation for many reasons. I voted 
against it in the Rules Committee. 
First of all, I would like to call your at
tention to the fact this resolution it
self says something which, in my opinion, 
and in the opinion of the great ma
jority of the people who are in the real 
estate, construction, and homebuilding 
business, is absolutely not true. In 
other words, the adoption of this reso
lution would have the Congress of the 
United States saying that this action is 
necessary "to halt a serious slump in 
residential construction." 

There is no serious slump in resi
dential construction. We are just a little 
bit behind 1959, which was the second 
highest year in all of our history. In 
1960 residential construction is running 
ahead of past years under Democratic 
administrations. More homes are being 
built today under the present adminis
tration than ever were built in any 1 
year under a Democratic administration, 
despite the plea of my good friend, the 
gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Let me say something else to you, if 
I may: There is not any need for this 
legislation. This legislation provides for 
a direct approach to the Treasury or 
back-door spending without appropria
tion by Congress. This is not just an 
authorization bill; this measure just 
simply provides they can get this money 
out of the Federal Treasury without any 
further action by the Congress. This $1 
billion would be spent above the budget. 
It would add to the national debt. It 
would increase deficit spending by our 
Government. And I say to you, very 
frankly, Mr. Speaker, there is nothing 
liberal about inflation and reducing the 
purchasing power of the people's money, 
especially for the old folks of this coun
try who have limited savings to take care 
of their needs in their old age. 

They call that liberalism. 
They say we who oppose this activity 

are all wrong although what we are 
striving to preserve is the purchasing 
value of the American dollar; and not 
to reduce this Government to penury 

or insolvency. When we do that we are 
accused of being standpatters, Old 
Guard, or something similar. Let me 
remind you that we as representatives 
of the people are here to protect the best 
interests of the people. I want to pro
tect the best interests of all the American 
people today by urging, if I may, the 
defeat of this rule and thus prevent the 
consideration of this monstrosity which 
is called an emergency housing bill, sent 
here because it is claimed an emergency 
exists. I wonder when we are ever going 
to reach the time in this country when 
we no longer have an emergency which 
requires the spending of the people's sub
stance in wasteful and extravagant Gov
ernment activities? 

I wish to point out one other thing, 
and I want to be very frank about it: 
Just a week ago we voted for a civil 
rights bill in the House. 

I have been informed by the author 
of an amendment, a man of honor, that 
he will introduce an amendment to this 
bill if the bill is considered on the :floor, 
and I think I should read this proposed 
amendment to you. He was kind enough 
to give me a copy of it. 

It provides, by adding on page 8 the 
following language, or new sentence: 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this section, the Association shall not pur
chase or make a commitment to purchase 
under this subsection any mortgage cover
ing housing with respect to which there is 
(or is permitted to be) any discrimination 
against purchase, rental, or occupancy on 
accoun t of race, religion, color, ancestry, or 
n ational origin. 

If we are going to have a bill like this 
I believe all of you who supported civil 
rights legislation on the floor of the 
House, every one of you including those 
who have spoken today, will have to sup
port this sort of an amendment. If we 
are going to have civil rights in school 
matters, in voting matters, and in other 
matters, then we should have the same 
equal civil rights, the same protection 
against discrimination in connection 
with the making of loans for housing 
guaranteed by this Government of yours 
and mine, which every citizen, regardless 
of race, color, or creed, pays taxes, is 
called upon to finance through payment 
of Federal taxes. I can assure you this 
amendment will have rather generous 
support, and that a great many people 
in America will be watching to see how 
some of the champions of civil rights 
last week will be voting on this particu
lar amendment this week. 

The issue may separate the so-called 
liberals from those of us who believe in 
a sound and responsible fiscal policy. I 
do not know, it may even finally decide 
who is truly progressive and really be
lieves in these civil rights for which we 
voted and for which we stand. 

Yes, this amendment will be the test 
of the sincerity of some of those who 
voted for civil rights legislation last 
week. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. ARENDS. The gentleman who is 
going to offer the amendment was called 
from the floor for a few minutes; but I 

am authorized to say that the amend
ment will be offered as the gentleman 
indicated. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I thank the 
gentleman. 

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Vir
ginia [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I am opposed to this bill and I am op
posed to this rule. The bill -comes here 
under an inaccurate and untrue label. 

The history is that 2 years ago when 
we were in a so-called brief emergency, 
there was a dropping off in housing 
starts. This bill, labeled "Emergency 
Housing Act," was brought in and passed 
by a voice vote under suspension of the 
rules in order to stimulate the housing 
industry. Two years have now passed, 
the emergency has passed, yet we are 
confronted here this morning with an
other bill labeled "Emergency Home 
Ownership Act" in an effort to get an
other billion dollars out of the back door 
of the Treasury under a label of "emer
gency" which no longer exists. That is 
the plain fact about this bill. 

It is true that 2 years ago housing 
starts were off and there was a logical 
reason to pass this bill. Since that time, 
as you all know, the economy of the 
country has recovered. For the first 3 
months of this year there have been 20 
percent more housing starts than there 
were in 1958. There were something 
over a million housing starts in the first 
3 -months of this year. They are run
ning well above the average of the past 
few years, and they are running very 
close to what they ran last year under 
the stimulation of the Emergency Home 
Owners Act. 

Mr. Speaker, when the chips are down 
the people of this country are getting 
rather tired of spending more money 
than we have. 

They are demanding a balanced 
budget. Now, this means taking $1 bil
lion out of the Treasury by means of 
the back door. That billion dollars has 
a direct effect on your next budget, and 
I believe that the House realizes that 
we must exercise some rigid responsi
bility in the matter of spending more 
money than there is in the Treasury. I 
think all of you understand the method 
and the manner by which this money 
is appropriated. It never goes through 
the Committee on Appropriations. We 
never have a check on it, but when this 
bill is passed, that agency is authorized 
to go to the Secretary of the Treasury 
and have him hand over $1 billion with
out any further action by the Congress. 
Now, you cannot keep your finances 
straight with that sort of an operation 
or system. We have had discUssions 
about it on the floor from the Commit
tee on Appropriations and from others, 
and we have got to stop this back-door 
approach to the Treasury of the United 
States if we are ever going to have a 
balanced budget. 

Mr. Speaker, before this session ends 
you are going to have another bill up 
here from the Committee on Ways and 
Means either to extend the emergency 
increase in the debt limit for another 
period or, if this sort of legislation keeps 
up until the end of this session-and 
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there will be other bills following this
if this keeps up, you are going to have 
another bill before you to again increase 
the permanent debt limit. 

Now, gentlemen, I think it is time to 
stop, look, and listen to these things, 
because this is the first test whether 
this Congress is going to show some 
financial responsibility. But we must 
have some stop to these authorizations
and many of them are authorizations
that are coming before the Congress be
fore this session ends that will increase 
the annual expenditures of this Nation 
by large sums. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope that the House 
will vote down this rule and let it be 
known that we are going to have finan
cial responsibility in this session. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Idaho 
[Mr. BUDGE]. 

Mr. BUDGE. Mr. Speaker, the dis
tinguished majority leader referred a few 
minutes ago to an attempt on this side 
to retain the status quo. When each of 
us in this Congress, no matter what our 
politics, thinks of the effect that this 
bill will have upon the fiscal affairs of 
this Nation, I think that all of us want 
to retain the status quo. I do not know 
of a Member of this body who wants to .· 
vote next week to raise the permanent 
debt limit of this Nation by $1 billion. 
That is what we mean by retaining the 
status quo. We mean that we want to 
finance this Nation and we want to fi
nance the activities of this Government 
within the means we have with which to 
finance it. 

Mr. Speaker, why do we have this con
stant eroding of the free enterprise sys
tem? Why do we continue at every op
portunity to inject the Federal Govern
ment into the private a:ffairs of tne 
people of this Nation? The distinguished 
majority leader should recall this, that 
the effect of this bill will be not to help 
the little fellow; the e:ffect of this bill 
will be to absorb the discount which is 
now being paid by the homebuilders, 
that discount to be absorbed by the tax
payers of this Nation. I give. you this 
example. Suppose a young man has a 
$1,000 equity in a home which is ap
praised at $10,000 and which he desires 
to sell. If this bill is passed the 6-per
cent discount rate which has in the past 
been absorbed by the builders will now 
be absorbed either by the little fellow 
who has $1,000 of his savings in that 
home, or else it will be absorbed by · the 
taxpayers of the United States. I doubt 
the majority leader, considering the 
things for which he declares himself, 
desires that the Federal Government 
pick up the tab, desires that the veterans 
and other small homeowners of this Na
tion pick up the tab for these large real 
estate builders who are building homes 
in the hundreds and thousands of units. 
such a course would certainly be out of 
character to the spoken record of the 
majority leader of this distinguished 
body. 

· In simple language this is what the 
bill does: . A homebuilder who desires 
to sell his product in the FHA and VA 
market must now absorb the discount 
which the home buyer would ordinarily 
have to pay to obtain an FHA or VA 

loan. The reason such loans are dis
counted is that interest rates fixed by 
law are not level with the market. The 
reason the builder must absorb the dis
count is that Congress by law refuses 
to let the buyer pay it. Consequently, 
at the present time the builder must 
take less profit since he and he alone 
must absorb the discount. Now under 
the provisions of the bill, the Congress 
is saying, "Mr. Builder, we are going 
to relieve you of having to bear the dis
count and we are now going to put that 
burden on the shoulders of the Amer
ican taxpayer.'~ 

Also, Mr. Speaker, where .is the com
passion for the little guy about whom 
the majority leader so frequently speaks? 
The little guy veteran and nonveteran 
homeowner who must sell his home and 
sell it in the FHA and VA market, which 
is almost always the case. If he has 
an equity of $1,000 and the Government 
agency appraises the property at $10,000 
a .6-percent discount loss would amount 
to $600 .. This discount means that the 
face value of the mortgage which the 
buyer is to assume will be $10,000 but 
the little guy selling his home receives 
back only $9,400. Six hundred dollars 
in savings of the little guy is wiped out 
and this bill does nothing for him. It 
does, however, saddle the $600 on the 
taxpayer and remove it from a builder 
if it is a builder who is selling the house. 

This legislation is class legislation of 
the worst kind. It permits the savings 
of the little guy to be wiped out en
tirely or be reduced substantially and 
at the same time permits an increase in 
the profit of the builder. Such a result 
should never be brought · about by action 
of the Congress of the United States 
and most certainly not when the price 
is a budget-busting $1 billion. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope that this rule will 
be defeated. -

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I can see it is obvious that the coali
tion that was operating during the civil 
rights bill is back in operation. As we 
started this year there were those on 
the opposite side of the aisle who had 
rosy visions of November 8. The gross 
national product, as I recall, was going 
to hit somewhere between $530 billion 
and $545 billion. Now they have cut 
that back and they say that the gross 
national product is going to hit some
where between $500 billion and $515 
billion. 

In the early part of the year the rosy 
picture was painted for us, and it was 
said that we were going to have less than 
3 million unemployed in this Nation; 
that in November of this year more peo
ple were going to be employed than 
ever before in the history of the Nation 
and less people were going to ·be un
employed than ever before in the his
tory of the Nation. But what is hap
pening right now? We have over 4% 
million people unemployed in this Na
tion. What are we facing toward? We 
are facing toward a recession similar 
to the one we had in 1958. What hap
pened in 1958? There were over 5 mil
lion people unemployed in this Nation 
and our tax revenues dropped $12 billion. 

Now is the time to act, before we find 
another half a million or a million more 
people are unemployed. The record 
shows that at the present time we have 
20 percent less new home starts than 
we had a year ago at this time. What 
do you think brought this country out 
of the doldrums of the recession in 1958? 
It was the emergency legislation that 
we passed in that Congress. 

We should not have to wait until the 
emergency arises. We should do a little 
planning. That is what the chairman 
of this committee and the members of 
this ·committee have done when they 
brougpt out this excellent piece of legis
lation. They are thinking of the future 
of America, they are thinking of the 
economy of America. This is emergency 
legislation; yes, it is an emergency, be
cause it is going to forestall us from 
hitting a worse recession than we are 
in at the present time when we have 
4% million who are unemployed. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'NEILL. I yield. 
Mr. McDONOUGH. I do not know 

where the gentleman gets his figure of 
4 million unemployed. I have a state
ment here from the Labor Department 
on the February unemployment figures, 
which show that · there were only 
3,931,000, and there were 800,000 less 
than in the same month last year. Now 
as to this question of increasing unem
ployment. We had a situation where 
weather affected the building industry 
and employment for quite a period of 
time. There were many factors in
fluencing unemployment, but we are 
having a rising employment figure from 
month to month. The figure I gave was 
only for February. These figures do not 
include March. 

Mr. O'NEILL. The gentleman just 
gave the February figure of 3,900,000? 

Mr. McDONOUGH. That is right. 
Mr. O'NEILL. We are now into the 

third week in April and I say that the 
figure is over 4 million, 4% million that 
are unemployed in this Nation. It is 
about time, in my opinion, that the little 
fellow got a break from this administra
tion. After all, if you want to look at 
the record back when Harry Truman left 
here in 1952 the Federal Government 
could borrow money on 90-day loans 
with interest at the rate of 1.52 percent. 
Today what is the Federal Government 
paying for loans? A rate of 4.375 per
cent. It is about time the little fellow 
in this country got a break. That is 
what the Democratic Party is fighting 
for, and that is what the majority of 
the Members of this House are fighting 
for. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope the bill is passed. 
Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 

minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. MCDONOUGH]. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Speaker, we 
have heard a lot of views and opinions 
on what this bill would do. I am speak
ing against the rule. I am against the 
bill because I believe it is inflationary, 
that it is a direct increase of a billion 
dollars on the national debt, that it will 
not provide relief to the home buyers, it 
will only provide relief to the homebuild
ers. 
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If the total amount in this bill were 
used in the next fiscal year it would build 
only 70,000 housing units out of a poten
tial and anticipated 1,200,000 housing 
units that we are building on the antici
pated annual rate at the present time. 

Home ownership is one of the best 
deterrents to communism. Federally 
subsidized housing is the first step to
ward socialized housing, which would 
lead to communism. This is the first 
step toward federalized, socialized, sub
sidized housing. 

We have gotten along pretty well with 
the program under FNMA, where FNMA 
has been discretionary on the type of 
mortgages purchased. This bill will ap
ply only to $13,500 mortgages and to 
$14,500 mortgages in high-cost areas, if 
it is limited to the very small amount 
of the total building of the program. It 
contains · no public housing, it contains 
no urban renewal, it contains no college 
housing, it contains no housing for the 
elderly. In fact, there is so little de
mand for it that even the builders 
throughout the country who have known 
that this bill has been pending before 
the committee, who knew about the 
hearings and knew the bill was coming 
before the House today, have not made 
any demand for it. 

A $13,500 house is a restricted type of 
building today because the cost of land 
is high. When you add to that the cost 
of labor and material to build the house 
you exceed the $13,500 in most instances. 
So you are actually legislating for a se
lect few of the homebuilders, giving relief 
to the homebuilders. I doubt if the 
home buyer will receive any value in the 
reduction of the rate of interest or the 
downpayment or the cost of the house. 
This is specialized, special-interest leg
islation for a select few of the home
builders of the Nation. Only 70,000 
houses will be built under it out of 
1,200,000. 

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Ala
bama [Mr. RAmsJ. 

Mr. RAINS. Mr. Speaker, I had not 
expected . to speak on the rule, but I 
heard so many irresponsible state
ments-and that seems to be a good 
word that is being used here so much
that I felt somebody ought to give a little 
of the facts. And I am going to give 
the facts, and if anyone can dispute 
them, I will yield to anyone. 

In the first place, rn,y good friend, the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. SMITH] 
said there was not anything wrong with 
the housing starts. He is in total error. 
The housing starts are nearly where they 
were 2 years ago, taking into considera
tion the seasonal adjustments, when we 
passed in 30 minutes the bill that he 
talks about. The housing starts are 
down 20 percent from last year. Hous
ing starts have been plunging at the 
most rapid rate of any year since 1950 
with perhaps one exception. This is the 
very same type of bill that the Congress 
passed readily in 1958, in 30 minutes. 

Somebody said that this bill was a 
bill for special interests. If you call the 
people who want houses up to $13,500-
if they are not the small, little people of 
this country, the veterans, and the peo-

pie under FHA-if you call them special 
interests, then this bill is a special in
terest bill because they are the people 
who will benefit. This bill is limited to 
housing for the low-income people. I 
wonder, and before I get through with 
the debate, I will be able to show it, if 
nobody is concerned about the 7 per
cent, 8 percent, and 9 percent discounts 
in the State of California. In other 
words, where you walk in to borrow 
money from the lender, and you want 
$13,000-he says you have to give me 
$1,000 and I will hold that out, but I will 
charge you interest on the whole deal. 
That is ·the situation that prevails in 
America today. Did you know because 
of the lack of mortgage credit in a 
dozen States of the Nation, FHA is 
bumping against the usury statutes? 
Well, will somebody stand up to deny 
that? In other words, everything is so 
wonderful for the homebuilder or the 
buyer who can pay 6 percent interest 
and from 6 percent to 12 percent dis
count. 

Somebody said something about it 
being inflationary. I quote from the De
partment of Labor. These are not my 
figures, but these are from the De
partment of Labor commenting on the 
last cost-of-living index: 

The cost of services-particularly those as
sociated with housing and medical care-
provided the main upward thrust. Mortgage 
interest rates, which have risen persistently 
for the past 18 months, contributed appreci
ably to the rise in the cost of housing. 

The February index for mortgage interest 
was 8 percent above a year ago. 

It is all right to talk about inflation. 
It is all right to talk about financial re
sponsibility. But, it is not all right to use 
irresponsible statements in making these 
arguments. The subcommittee of which 
I have the honor to be chairman, has 
spent long months in a study of this 
bill. We have investigated interest rates 
and discount rates intensively. We did 
not do it, but the FHA and the VA 
did it for us. Investigation was made in 
practically every mortgage market in 
America. We have a printed volume on 
it. This is not our conclusion, but the 
facts as reported by the FHA and the 
Veterans' Administration. It is alarming 
to see the discounts, the unconscion
able and unreasonable discounts, being 
charged to people who can only buy a 
house up to $13,500. Do you not ever 
believe that the homebuilders are ab
sorbing the discounts. They are forced 
to pass them on to the home buyer and 
the home buyers cannot meet that extra 
charge. 

Of course, the administration must be 
a little disturbed whenever they see this 
type of bill come on the floor of the 
House. I notice that they have called a 
meeting at which they expect to lower 
the downpayments under the FHA as 
we authorized them to do in last ye'ar's 
Housing Act. I am sorry that some of my 
good friends were not present when we 
had this bill up in committee to hear the 
testimony of Mr. Mason, the administra
tion's housing chief. He said that this is 
going to be the best year creditwise of 
any year. This was in January. Events 
have certainly proved him wrong. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Alabama 
[Mr. RAINs] has expired. 

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the gentleman 3 additional minutes. 

Mr. RAINS. Speaking on the econ
omy, I am not saying we are in the mid
dle of a depression, but I will say the 
bloom is off the· rose. Before we get 
through with the debate I expect to take 
the indicators of the Administration it
self and prove beyond peradventure of 
doubt that we are in a downward nose
dive from the standpoint of unemploy
ment and from the standpoint of hous
ing starts. The 20-percent decline in 
housing starts has already meant the 
loss of 300,000 to 400,000 jobs in the 
industries which build and supply hous
ing. 

Somebody said this would be infla
tionary. The last time we passed a bill 
exactly like this-the testimony is in 
the record before you-the cost of a 
house in the $13,500 bracket went down 
a thousand dollars instead of going up. 
That is the way to lower the cost of 
housing. The true increase in the cost 
of housing is wrapped up in the tre
mendous increases in interest and dis
count rates. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAINS. I yield. 
Mr. McDONOUGH. This bill applies 

to mortgages that must be sold to FNMA 
not to exceed $14,000 or $13,500 in high 
cost areas. 

Mr. RAINS. That is right. 
Mr. McDONOUGH. That is all it 

affects, as far· as FNMA is concerned. 
The bill provides for a direct loan to 
FNMA for this purpose. 

Mr. RAINS. Now, wait a minute. 
Please do not put words into my mouth. 
It is not a direct loan. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. That is what 
your own bill contains. You wrote this 
yourself, and you should know. 

Mr. RAINS. Indeed I wrote it, and 
I know what is in it. It is not a direct 
loan. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. That represents 
70,000 units, if you build every one of 
th~m out of the estimated 1,200,000 units 
thiS year. 

Mr. RAINS. All right. I will answer 
that. I remember voting for the last 
one just like this. The administration 
admits that it was the 1958 housing bill 
that revived housing starts. That 
sparked us out of the recession in 1958. 
If did it then, why would it not do it 
now? 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Oh, you had a 
different situation then. 

Mr. RAINS. What was the differ
ence? 

Mr. McDONOUGH. You had greater 
unemployment, and many other things. 
As a matter of fact, the Senator from 
California, the Democratic Senator, at 
a meeting of a loan association recently 
made the statement that this bill was 
unnecessary. 

Mr. RAINS. I do not know about 
that. I am only interested in whether 
or not we have a program that will help 
the small average American get a mort
gage loan when he cannot get it now. 
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In your own home city the discount rates 
on FHA and VA loans range up to 10 
percent, 12 percent, and higher. 

Mr. McDONOUGH;. And no demand 
for this bill. 

Mr. RAINS. Unless we pass this bill 
there will be no hope for the little man 
to obtain GI loans or FHA loans to buy 
the home he needs. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from Alabama. 
has again expired. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from California 
[Mr. YOUNGER]. 

Mr. YOUNGER. Mr. Speaker, I have 
always refrained from trying to make a 
talk here on the floor of the House on a. 
subject about which I was not informed. 
I have spent my entire life in the housing 
field and with the FHA from its incep
tion. 

No reason exists for the adoption of 
this bill. The question of discounts 
raised by the gentleman from Alabama 
[Mr. RAINS] is not cured in this bill; 
there is nothing in it that will cure the 
discount abuse; as a matter of fact, it 
will give Government cash to the lender 
at par for his mortgages which he has 
taken at big discounts. 

Not a. Member of this House thinks in 
his own mind that this bill can ever be
come law, and I believe the House will 
be wasting its time to discuss and debate 
this bill any further. 

Personally, I am against the rule be
cause the bill does not carry any benefits 
for the little man. It is designed solely 
for the lenders to take advantage of all 
the discounts which they can, then let 
the Government hold the sack. 

If you are going to furnish tax money 
or Government credit for the benefit of a. 
few then put the Government into direct 
lending. 

Mr. HIESTAND. Mr. Speaker, you 
have heard enough, I am sure, to con
vince you that the word "emergency" 
in the title of this bill-Emergency Home 
Ownership Act-represents a gross ex
aggeration. There is no drop in these 
housing starts today, and the figures will 
bear me out-the rate of a million, two 
hundred thousand, which is a very high 
level. 

We are debating the rule, Mr. Speaker, 
and it is important that we vote on the 
rule. There are, of course, a great many 
Members who always vote in favor of a 
rule because they want the House to 
work its will on the legislation, and that 
is ordinarily very proper. But this rule, 
Mr. Speaker, is based upon a. false 
premise. The preamble of the bill states 
that its purpose is to "halt a serious 
slump." I deny that statement and say . 
that it is a false premise upon which we 
are asked to vote for the rule. 

I would like to say something about 
the rest of the title of this bill, the home
ownership part. It is in fact, and should 
be so called, an "anti-home-ownership 
bill," and I want to take a minute or two 
to point out that this bill discriminates 
against hundreds of thousands of home-· 
owners who every year must sell their 
homes in a normal FHA and VA market 
in competition with the builders. 

This bill has much to say about sym
pathy for the builder who sees his profit 

reduced because he must absorb the VA 
or FHA discount. However, where is the 
compassion for the "little fellow," the 
owner of a. house in the $10,000 to 
$14,000 sales bracket, who because of an 
increase in his family or employment 
reason must sell his home? 

At the present time this home owner 
who might have a $1,000 equity in his 
house must absorb the discount if the 
purchaser requires FHA or VA financ
ing. This $1,000 equity represents sav
ings. Therefore, if the seller of an exist
ing house must absorb a discount of $400 
or $500 that is the same as wiping out 
50 percent of his savings or equity in the 
house. This the owner of a house must 
do today, and this the owner of a house 
must do even if this bill is passed. 

The owner of an existing house must 
compete with the speculative builder, 
who would be thus subsidized. 

Mr. Speaker, every one of our previous 
housing bills had had one or two clauses 
in them that were "'musts"; they were 
needed. Mr. Speaker, there is not a. 
clause in this bill that is needed, not one. 
Nothing is essential. I think we should 
bear that in mind when we are discuss
ing the bill as well as the rule. 

I believe, since the rule is based upon 
a false premise and there is no particular 
reason for the bill, that the rule, log
ically, should be defeated. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may desire. to the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. KILBURN]. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the. gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. DERWINSKI]. 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
oppose the rule since there is no emer
gency in home building this year. 
Therefore, the very title applied to this 
bill is exaggerated, since, I reempha
size, an emergency does not exist in the 
homebuilding industry. This bill 
rather than being called the Emergency 
Home Ownership Act should be called 
the "Political Home Ownership Act." 
May I . briefly point out the facts in 
mortgage financing: The effects of tight 
money are immediately felt in the mort
gage market and funds in that market 
are always curtailed more sharply than 
in other sectors as interest rates rise. 
This is reflected in a reduction in hous
ing starts and a decline in the volume 
of home building. A decline in the vol
ume of business activity is normal in 
order to keep the economy on a sound 
basis and to keep .borrowing within the 
sums of money available in the capital 
market. Any action by the Treasury to 
increase the amount of money available 
would be directly opposite to the pro
gram of the Federal Reserve System in 
curtailing the money supply to prevent 
inflation. We should certainly not sup
port such programs which work at cross 
purposes. 

Mr. Speaker, 1959 saw a high level of 
activity in the homebuilding industry. 
The value of new residential construc
tion was up 25 percent. The number of 
new starts in 1959 was approximately 
1,340,000. This is the second highest 
year of housing starts in the history of 
our country. This is conclusive proof 

that homebuilding is getting its fair 
share of the available long-term invest
ment funds. 

Housing starts for 1960 are estimated 
by the experts to be well over a million 
units and probably in the neighborhood 
of 1,200,000. In view of the fact that 
family formations currently are running 
at about 900,000 per year, it is self-evi
dent that we are improving our housing 
inventory and that home building is 
prospering. New starts in the last few 
months of 1959 were under the new starts 
for 1958. This, however, is nothing to 
be alarmed at and can be expected when 
we have a near record year as we did in 
1959, keeping in mind that we added 
400,000 more new units last year than 
there were family formations. The con
cern for a slight dip in homebuilding 
should not be exaggerated or overem
phasized. No business or industry in 
America can expect to continually set 
production records year in and year out. 
Our productive capacity is such that we 
can produce more than we can use. 

In spite of these facts, Mr. Speaker, 
some people in Congress called for an 
emergency housing bill. I, personally, 
find the emergency hard to find. This 
bill would call for the Federal Govern- · 
ment to put up $1 billion to finance 
homes. Where would this billion dollars 
come from? In all probability, it would 
come from exactly the same investors 
who are now lending in the home mort
gage field so that, in reality, little if any 
new money would be brought into hous
ing, On the other .hand, the public 
would have to subsidize this govern
mental action since the Federal Govern
ment is currently paying close to 5 per
cent on new Government bond issues. 
This money would be loaned at from 5% 
percent to 5% percent, and the differ
ence is not sufficient to pay for the cost 
of the Government obtaining this money 
from new issues. In other words, the 
overhead and cost of getting the money 
and putting it into Government insured 
mortgages would mean a net loss to the 
Treasury. In addition, this money 
would not go as far as it would if it were 
left in the private investment field since 
it would be loaned for longer periods of 
time. 

At the present time there is suffi
cient mortgage money available to con
tinue the boom in homebuilding and 
to enable the public to get the maximum 
loans available. On top of all this, the 
Treasury Department is exceedingly 
hard pressed to get needed funds for day
to-day debt transactions and Govern
ment liabilities. They are paying the 
highest rate ever for short-term money, 
and it has been 30 years since the long
term rates were so high. Again, some 
people in Congress would like to add 
additional woes to the financing of Fed
eral Government operations by requiring 
an additional $1 billion to be sought at 
this time. Obviously, this is neither log
ical nor expedient. 

Everyone in Congress, I am sure, in
cluding myself, wants to see a better 
housed America and wants to see a con
tinuing prosperous economy. To my 
knowledge, no single Member of Con
gress or either party has a monopoly on 
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housing legislation. I am very inter
ested in housing legislation. but I think 
that it must be reasonable and appropri
ate. Today, the homebuilding industry 
is getting a higher percentage of the 
long-term funds than is any other in
dustry, and the percentage is higher to
day than it has been in the years gone 
by. At a time, however, when home
building is very prosperous, it would be 
unfair and illogical to try and strip long
term investment capital from other seg
ments of our economy that is needed 
just as badly in order to boost an in
dustry which is already getting at least 
its fair share of the long-term capital 
available. Our State and local govern
ments need capital for improvement of 
sewerage, community facilitiE;!S, schools, 
hospitals, and other desirable necessary 
improvements. Many of these are in far 
more serious condition than is home
building. I believe that the majority of 
the American citizens are aware of this 
and are completely unaware of any 
emergency in housing at this time. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield the 
balance of the time on this side to the 
gentleman from illinois [Mr. ARENDs]. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Illinois is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, the rule 
before us makes in order a $1 billion 
housing bill. This presents to us a key 
vote. On this there must be a record 
vote. This is where we determine, for 
all the people to know, those of us who 
believe in fiscal responsibility and those 
who are more int~rested in their own 
political fortunes. 

By our votes they shall know us. 
Government spending is popular with 
certain individuals, certain groups, and 
certain sections of the country that bene
fit. Th·at is understandable. Everyone 
likes a spendthrift, but no one likes an 
economizer. It is easy to spend. It is 
hard to economize. That is the issue 
here on this rule. 

Mr. Speaker, the vote on this rule will 
serve to separate, as emphatically as 
anything we have done, the spenders 
from the economizers. On this vote we 
will divide the budget balancers from 
the budget busters. On this vote we will 
decide who is interested in solely his own 
political future and who is really in
terested in our country's economic 
stability. 

This bill is presented to us as an 
emergency measure. I choose my words, 
Mr. Speaker, and I choose them care
fully when I say, that to label this bill 
as an emergency measure is fraudulent. 
There Js no emergency in housing. On 
the contrary, new dwelling units were 
being started at the rate of 1,100,000 to 
1,200,000 during the first quarter of 1960. 

What does the term "emergency" 
really mean? It can be defined in many 
ways. Perhaps there has been a decline 
in the numbers of homes being built. 
Perhaps there has been a decline in the 
mortgage money available. In the con-.. 
struction business, as in all business, 
there are the inevitable fluctuations. 
But a mere fluctuation does not con
stitute an "emergency," as the commit
tee reporting this bill would have us 
believe. 

The fact is, and the committee re
porting the bill knows it, there actually 
is no emergency. There is none what
soever. To report a bill to meet an 
emergency is one thing, but to present 
us with a bill on the grounds that there 
is an emergency, · when no emergency 
exists, is something else. 

I should like to have an explanation 
of the word "emergency." Is the emer
gency to mean more expenditures from 
the Federal Treasury simply to serve po
litical purposes? • Is an election an 
emergency? 

The only emergency there can possi
bly be is the emergency that would be 
created if the fiscal soundness of our 
Government were undermined by the 
passage of legislation that would add 
billions to spending. We must evaluate 
this so-called emergency housing bill 
upon a basis of the whole legislative pic
ture. This bill, along with the other 
spending proposals that are pending, 
would add billions to the budget. The 
adoption of this measure would open the 
fiood gates of Federal spending. 

This bill is a challenge to the Con
gress on the question of fiscal responsi
bility. This is the test ·for us. This 
constitutes a determination of whether 
we wish to add unnecessarily to the cost 
of government and thereby add to the 
pressures of inflation. 

There is no emergency in the home 
mortgage market. Nineteen hundred 
and :fifty-nine was a record year for 
mortgage investment activity. All types 
of private mortgage lending institutions 
supplied increased amounts of credit for 
home buyers. Insurance companies in
vested $2.1 billion in mortgages-nearly 
$350 million more than in 1958. Savings 
and loan associations invested $7.5 bil
lion-almost $2 billion more than in 1958. 
Banks invested $4.4 billion-an increase 
of $200 million over 1958. 

In addition, large am.ou~ts of credit 
were made available to the home mort
gage market in 1959 by Government 
agencies. The rapid growth of our econ
omy last year resulted in heavy demands 
for capital and credit from all sectors of 
our economy. These demands are being 
met. If there ever was an emergency in 
the mortgage credit market in 1959, 
there is none now. 

There is no emergency in our overall 
economy. Our country•s total output of 
goods and services reached an all-time 
high at the annual rate o;f $498 billion 
during the first quarter of this year. 
Total personal income has also been ris
ing, reaching .an alltime high of $393 
billion in the first quarter of this year. 

As I stated at the outset this is a key 
vote by which the Ameri¢an people will 
be able to know by the record those of us 
who believe in ·fiscal responsibility and 
those who would spend with abandon. 
This is the first of a number of pending 
measures that would add billions to the 
cost of Government. This is where we 
decide whether we really want to keep 
our Federal budget in balance, whether 
we really want a stable dollar, whether 
we really intend to reduce our national 
debt, whether there really is any hope at 
any time for tax reliet If. during this 
period of record employme~t and per-

sonal income-if during this period of 
prosperity we cannot keep the Federal 
budget balanced-we never will be able 
to reduce our national debt ·and there 
will be no hope of any relief from the 
heavy burden of taxes. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge that the House 
reject this rule. 

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of the time. 

Mr. Speaker, it is interesting to see how 
the old guard of the Republican Party 
is really champing at the bit today. As a 
matter of fact, it appears that the legis
lation is a bit controversial but not so 
controversial that the old guard would 
not want to cut off the 3 hours' debate 
that the rule provides for. I am amazed 
that the second in command of the Re
publican Party wants to deny the Mem
bers of this House the right to hear a 
full and open debate on the bill which 
only 2 years ago passed this House in a 
matter of 30 minutes. I was amazed at 
the remarks the ·gentleman made that, 
"by their votes ye shall know them." 
How can he forget 1948, "by their votes 
ye shall know them"? 

Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'NEILL. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 

Mr. ARENDS. Let me just simply say 
to the gentleman I am against wasting 
time as much as I am .ag~inst wasting 
money. 

Mr. O'NEILL. "By their votes ye shall 
know them." Of course, he says we are 
having a great year. Actually he looks 
back to the rosy predictions that were 
made in early January of this year. He 
said that the gross national product 
was supposed to hit $540 billion. Now 
they do not know that it is going to hit 
$500 billion. They said that unemploy
ment was going to be below 3 million 
people, but at the present time it is 4% 
million people, and we do not know 
where it is rising to. It is about time, 
Mr. Leader, on your side, that you start 
to think of the people, the little people, 
the middle class people, the upper mid
dle class people, the people who comprise 
90 percent of this Nation, and that you 
stop thinking of the great lenders of this 
Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope that the rule is 
adopted. 

Mr. HIESTAND. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'NEILL. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. HIESTAND. The gentleman's 
solicitude for the little people is quite un
derstandable. It is understandable · to 
all of us. How about the small home
owner who has to sell his house as against 
the big builder? The big builder would 
benefit by this bill and the small home
owner is discriminated against. How 
about the little fellow? . 

Mr. O'NEILL. I do not agree with you 
at all. I think that the rule should be 
adopted so that we can have 3 hours in 
which we can really discuss this matter 
openly and fairly so that the Members 
can be informed. 

Mr. BAn.EY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'NEILL. I yield to the gentle
man from West Virginia. 
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Mr. BAILEY. I would like to ask the 

Republican "whip,'' in his 5 minutes ad
dressing the House he mentioned the 
question of fiscal responsibility four dif
ferent times. I would like to ask him if 
he did not vote for the mutual security 
authorization last week. 

Mr. ARENDS. Yes, sir; I voted for 
the mutual security authorization in the 
best interests of America. 

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the previous question is ordered. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the resolution. 
Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, on that I 

demand the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 214, nays 158, answered 
"present" 1, not voting 58, as follows : 

[Roll No. 56) 
YEAS-214 

Addoniz io Giaimo Multer 
Albert Gilbert Murphy 
Alford Gray Natcher 
Andrews Green, Oreg. Nix 
Anfuso Green, Pa. Norblad 
Ashley GrifHths O 'Brien, Til. 
Aspinall Hagen O'Brien. N.Y. 
Bailey Halpern O'Hara, ru. 
Baring Hardy O'Hara, Mich. 
Barr Harmon O'Konski 
Barrett Harris O 'Neill 
Bass, Tenn. Hays Oliver 
Beckworth Healey Patman 
Bennett, Fla. Hebert Perkins 
Blatnik Hechler Pfost 
Blitch Hemph111 Poage 
Boggs Hogan Porter 
Boland Holifield Powell 
Bowles Holland Preston 
Brademas Huddleston Price 
Breeding Hull Prokop 
Brewster Ikard Pucinslti 
Brooks, La. Inouye Quigley 
Brooks, Tex. Irwin Rabaut 
Brown, Ga. Jarman Rains 
Burdick Jennings Randall 
Burke, Ky. Johnson, Calif. Reuss 
Burke, Mass. Johnson, Colo. Rhodes, Pa. 
Byrne, Pa. Johnson, Wis. Rivers, Alaska 
Canfield Jones, Mo. Rodino 
Carnahan Karsten Rogers, Colo. 
Casey Karth Rogers, Fla. 
Celler Kasem Roosevelt 
Chamberlain Kastenmeier Rostenkowski 
Chiperfield Kearns Rutherford 
Coad Kee Santangelo 
Comn Kelly Saund 
Cohelan Kilday Saylor 
Cook Kilgore Selden 
Corbett King, Calif. Shelley 
Daddario Kirwan Sheppard 
Daniels Kluczynskl Shipley 
Davis, Tenn. Kowalski Sikes 
Dawson Lane S1sk 
Dent Lankford Slack 
Denton ·Lennon Smith, Iowa 
Diggs Lesinski Smith, Miss. 
Dingell Levering Spence 
Dorn, N.Y. Libonati Staggers 
Doyle Loser Stubblefield 
Dulski McFall Teller 
Edmon dson McGovern Thomas 
Elllott Macdonald Thompson, Tex. 
Everett Machrowicz Thorn berry 
Evins Mack, ru. Toll 
F allon Madden Trimble 
F arbstein Marshall Udall 
F ascell Matthews Ullman 
Feighan Merrow Vanik 
Fino Metcalf Van Zandt 
Flood Meyer Vinson 
Flynn Miller, Clem Wampler 
Fogarty Miller, Watts 
Foley George, P. Westland 
Foran d Mills WhiteneT 
Forrester Mitchell Wier 
Fountain Monagan Wolf 
Friedel Moore Wright 
Fulton Moorhead Yates 
Gallagher Morris, Okla. Zablocki 
Garmatz Moss Zelenko 
George Moulder 

CVI--553 

Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Adair 
Alger 
Allen 
Andersen, 

Minn. 

NAYS-158 
Dorn, S.C. Miller, N.Y. 
Downing Milliken 
Dwyer Minshal.l 
Fisher Mumma 
Flynt Murray 
Ford Nelsen 
Frelinghuysen Norrell 
Gary Osmers 
Gathings Ostertag 

Arends 
Ashmore 
Auchincloss 
Avery 

' Glenn Passman 

Ayres 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barden 
Barry 
Bass, N.H. 
Bates 
Baumhart 
Becker 
Belcher 
Bennett, Mich. 
Bentley 
Berry 
Betts 
Bolton 
Bosch 
Bow 
Bray 
Brock 
Broomfield 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhill 
Budge 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Cahill 
cannon 
Cederberg 
Chenoweth 
Church 
Collier 
Colmer 
Conte 
Cramer 
Cunnin gh am 
Curtin 
Curtis, Mass. 
Curtis, Mo . 
Dague 
Davis, Ga. 
Derounian 
Derwinski 
Dixon 

Goodell Pillion 
Griffin Pirnie 
Gross Poff 
Gubser Quie 
Haley Ray 
HarriSon Reece, Tenn. 
Henderson Rees, Kans. 
Herlong Rhodes, Ariz. 
Hess Riley 
Hiestand Robison 
Hoeven Rogers, Mass. 
Hoffman, Ill. St. George 
Hoffman, Mich. Sch enck 
Holt Scherer 
Horan Schwengel 
Hosmer Short 
Jensen Siler 
Johansen Simpson, ru. 
Johnson, Md. Smith, Calif. 
Jonas Smith, Kans. 
Judd Smit h , Va. 
Keith Springer 
Kilburn Stratton 
King, Utah Taber 
Kitchin Teague, Calif. 
Knox Thomson, Wyo. 
Kyl Tollefson 
Laird Tuck 
Landrum Utt 
Langen Van Pelt 
Latta Wainwright 
Lindsay Wallhauser 
Lipscomb Weaver 
McCulloch Weis 
McDonough Wharton 
McMillan Whitten 
McSween Widnall 
Mahon W1lliam s 
Ma1lliard Willis 
Mason Wilson 
May Winst ead 
Meader \Vl th row 
Michel You n ger 

. ANSWERED "PRESENT"-1 
McCormack 

NOT VOTING-58 
Alexander 
Anderson, 

Mont. 
Boll1ng 
Bonner 
Boy kin 
Brown, Mo. 
Buckley 
Burleson 
Chelf 
Clark 
Cooley 
Delaney 
Devine 
Donohue 
Dooley 
Dowdy 
Durham 
Fenton 
Prazler 

Gavin 
Granahan 
Grant 
Halleck 
Hargis 
Holtzman 
Jackson 
Jones, Ala. 
Keogh 
Lafore 
McDowell 
McGinley 
Mcintire 
Magnuson 
Mar t in 
Moeller 
Montoya 
Morgan 
Morris, N.Mex. 
Morrison 

Pelly 
Philbin 
Pilcher 
Riehlman 
Rivers, S.C. 
Roberts 
Rogers, Tex. 
Rooney 
Roush 
Scott 
Steed 
Sulllvan 
Taylor 
·Teague, Tex. 
Thompson, La. 
Thompson, N.J, 
Walter 
Young 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
On this vote: 
Mr. McCormack for, with Mr. Halleck 

against. 
Mr. Keogh for, with Mr. Lafore against. 
Mr. Morgan for, with Mr. Devine against. 
Mr. Buckley for, with Mr. Mcintire against. 
Mr. Rooney for, with Mr. Pelly against. 
Mr. Fenton for, with Mr. McGinley against. 
Mr. Walter for, with Mr. Scott against. 
Mr. Delaney for, with Mr. Taylor against. 
Mr. Holtzman for, with Mr. Jackson 

against. 
Mr. Jones of Alabama for, with Mr. Dooley 

against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Montoya with Mr. Gavin. 
Mr. Morris of New Mexico with Mr. Martin. 
Mr. Morrison with Mr. Riehlm.an. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
voted "aye." The gentleman from In
diana [Mr. HALLECK] is absent on ofiicial 
business. If present he would have 
voted "no." I have a live pair with the 
gentleman from Indiana, and therefore 
withdraw my vote of "aye" and vote 
"present." 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

EMERGENCY HOME OWNERSHIP 
ACT 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill (H.R. 10213) to amend the Na
tional Housing Act to halt the serious 
slum:p in residential construction, to in
crease both on-site and off-site job op
portunities, to help achieve an expand
ing, full-employment economy, and to 
broaden home ownership opportunities 
for the American people. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the consid
eration of the bill H.R. 10213, with Mr. 
FORAND in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
By unanimous consent, the first read

ing of the bill was dispensed with. 
The CHAmMAN. Under the rule the 

gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. SPENCE] 
will be rocognized for 1 ¥2 hours and the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. KIL
BURN] for 1¥2 hours. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may require. 

Mr. Chairman, the three great essen
tials to civilized man are food, clothing, 
and shelter. The Government, recog
nizing that, has established a program 
to stimulate housing for its citizens 
through FHA insurance. It has made 
it possible for many of our citizens to 
obtain homes. Through VA direct and 
guaranteed loans our veterans have been 
helped. 

This bill is to carry on further a gen
eral housing policy that has been estab
lished so that our people can obtain 
homes on fair terms and at reasonable 
rates of interest. 

We all know that many of our citi
zens who have endeavored to purchase 
homes have been the victims of high 
discounts and high interest rates. I be
lieve that the passage of this act will 
furnish some assistance to those people 
who desire homes. 

I am not going to discuss the details 
of the bill, but I will say that I favor it. 

Mr. Chairman, I now yield such time 
as he may desire to the gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. RAINS], chairman of the 
subcommittee that reported this bill. 

Mr. RAINS. Mr. Chairman, the bill 
before us today is H.R. 10213, which was 
reported by the full Banking and Cur
rency Committee on March 15 by a vote 
of 18 to 7. · 

The bill has four main objectives. 
First. It strives to help the consumer, 

the home buyers; 
Second. It seeks to restore health and 

vitality to the key homebuilding in
dustry; 
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Third. It seeks to be of help to a 
sagging economy; and 

Fourth. It intends to help reduce the 
exorbitant and unconscionable discounts 
prevalent throughout the Nation on 
home loan mortgages and to reduce the 
interest rates which are at an alltime 
high. . 

Those are the primary purposes of 
the bill. 

Listening to some of the debate on 
the rule, one would think that this is a 
new bogeyman with some kind of forked 
tail and horns, but actually this is the 
same kind of bill which the Congress 
over many times in the past has spon
sored to help the homebuilding indus
try of this country. 

It seeks to provide a revolving fund 
of $1 billion for the Federal National 
Mortgage Association to buy mortgages 
on which the Federal National Mort
gage Association will make a profit for 
the Government of the United States. 
This is not a raid on the Treasury of 
the United States; this is not a sop 
to some homebuilder; this is directly 
aimed at and intended to be of benefit 
to the lower income groups of America 
in getting a home. It is the same meth
od that we have used over the years 
to raise the percentage of home owner
ship in this country from about 30 
percent in the thirties to better than 60 
percent today. 

It has been one of the main weapons 
that has helped FHA to become one of 
the most highly respected functions of 
this Government. 

This bill will not cost any money. 
FNMA pays all of its own expenses, in
cluding interest to the Treasury. In the 
last year alone it returned in profits to 
the Government $16.3 million. 

The accumulated net income of the 
Federal National Mortgage Association's 
special assistance program is $33.9 mil
lion over and above all costs, adminis
trative, of all t;ypes. 

It is not socialism, because actually it 
is a support to the private industry mar
ket. It is not liked and revered by the 
money lenders, and I sometimes think 
this administration is full of them. It 
is not liked by the people who .want to 
charge a $1,000 discount on a $13,500 
loan and then collect interest across the 
board on the whole amount. Sure, they 
do not like it. But, it comes at a time 
when the housing starts of this Nation 
have been dropping every month from 
January and today are 20 percent below 
what they were a year ago. · 

Presently we are starting houses at 
the rate of about 1.1 million a year. 
Last year we built 1.35 million. And, I 
would like to point out that the thing 
that helped us to build 1.35 million last 
year was the 1958 bill, the prototype of 
this bill, because it took more than 6 
months, from April 1958, to put that bill 
into full operation. So, the pride that 
the opponents of this legislation display 
over last year's record is chargeable in 
large degree to the legislation we passed 
in 1958. 

Somebody said we are not in an emer
gency. Well, I believe it would be better 
to take action to bolster an industry that 
certainly is sagging-and nobody can 
deny that-than to wait until the ft.oor 

drops out from under it and more than 
half a million people are discharged 
from jobs in this country in the home
building and supplying industries. 

I heard this morning that this bill 
would be inflationary and was labeled as 
a "spenders" bill. You know, when you 
get to the point where you .call names 
and make statements that are totally 
irresponsible, it shows how completely in 
default and bankrupt the opposition to 
this bill is with reference to ideas. I 
would like to hear somebody answer the 
hard, cold facts of what we face up to, 
not what somebody writes in the paper 
about political "baloney" or "political 
payola"-nice brand names-but they 
do not get a home for your boys who 
want to buy one up to $13,500, or $14,500 
in the high-cost range, where they can
not get it today. 

I said awhile ago in the debate on the 
rule that the Labor Department, which 
makes our statistics now, said that one 
of the reasons for inflation last year
and I never hear my friends talk about 
inflation of interest rates, and I would 
just like to say parenthetically 'that the 
greatest inflation that has come to 
Amer ica under this administration-and 
do not forget that this fall when you 
walk across the hustings-has been in 
the inflation in interest rates on the 
backs of the little people of America. 

The thing that is wrong with our econ
omy today and the inflation proposition 
is the exceedingly high cost of money. 
Suits have been filed in the State of Ten
nessee and in the city of Baltimore in 
which the Attorney General is asking the 
FHA to be barred from doing business in 
the State because it violates the usury 
statute. 

It is fantastic. And what can a fel
low do, one who is on a salary, when he 
can pay only $50 or $60 a month on a 
house? How can he stand the high dis
counts and high interest rates? In the 
last 6 years this is what has happened. 
If you had built a house 6 years ago, the 
same house today would cost you $4,500 
more in interest. That is in interest 
alone. That would mean a bathroom 
and another bedroom. Now, where does 
that go? That does not go to the appli
ance dealers or the lumber dealers. That 
goes into the pocket of the money lend
ers of America. That is where it goes. 
And why? Because they have no com
petition and because the administra
tion's hard money policy has driven in
terest rates sky high. 

Sure, I realize that this bill will build 
only about 70,000 or 80,000 houses iri this 
country, but that is a good many. But 
once you turn this money into the mort
gage credit channels of the country-we 
tried it, not just in 1958, but year after 
year-you will see other money moving 
in at a reasonable price. I am not 
against people who are in the mortgage 
credit .business. I think I can prove by 
the record that I am one of their best 
friends in helping them with the right 
kind of legislation. 

But I am against the unreasonable 
interest rate squeeze that is being put on 
people who cannot pay, and this bill is 
intended to help relieve that situation. 
i do not know if you want to know what 

the discount rates are in your town, but 
if you do, you can check a pamphlet that 
the Subcommittee on Housing has pub
lished in which we list practically every 
city in America, showing how much they 
are charging for discounts and interest 
:rates in that city. 

Somebody said that this would be in
flationary, and would increase the cost 
of homes. That is absolutely not true. 
That is absolutely an irresponsible state
ment, because here are the figures. In 
1958, after we passed a bill exactly like 
this bill, the cost of housing went down 
$1,000 a unit instead of going up. The 
same thing will happen now if we enact 
this bill into law. 

Now I would like to make this state
ment. We talk about how well we are 
doing in housing-and I know somebody 
will stick up his ears at this-and we 
are proud of the programs that we have. 
And they have been good. But do you 
know where we are actually with refer
ence to housing? We are building fewer 
houses per capita today than we built in 
1925. That is right, horse-and-buggy 
days so far as providing homes for the 
American people is concerned. We took 
a great step forward to get us out of 
the same kind of disparity on highways 
last year and the year before when we 
put in a multibillion program for high
ways in America. But we never seem 
to realize that the basic center of Amer
ican citizenship is wrapped up in the 
homes of this country. I do not know 
how you feel, but I am frankly not in
terested in the political end of this for 
myself. I have been in politics a good 
many years. I have been sitting on this 
committee for 16 long years and I have 
brought bill after bill like this to the 
floor of the House. 

I never yet have seen anybody suffer 
from casting a vote to help the people 
of lower incomes in America become 
home owners. I mean that sincerely. 
Whether it is politics or not, it is the 
thing nearest to their hearts. 

Do you realize that out of the billions 
of dollars FHA has guaranteed in this 
country the nonpayment rate is less 
than one-half of 1 percent? I have 
some friends who tell me, "You are go
ing to bust this Government sometime 
with all the guarantees you have on 
housing in America." Do you know that 
FHA through the operations of FNMA 
and other a,gencies has a profit of nearly 
a billion dollars over and above all ex
penses, lying over in the FHA treasury? 
Do you know also that it was by these 
methods we are talking about today that 
that came about? They charge us with 
fiscal irresponsibility, but what we are 
really doing is to make a nation of home 
owners out of the American people clear 
down to the little fellow who cannot pay 
up to $35 or $40 a month. 

Mr. Chairman, talk about public hous
ing. There is no public housing in this 
bill. I wish we could find a way to get 
housing for that income group without 
public housing. This is the closest thing 
you can get to it in the private-enter
prise way. If you are not going to be 
for supporting and helping a man buy a 
$13,500 home, do you want to put him 
in the poorhouse or do you want to put 
him in public housing? Or do you want 
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him to live in a cracker box or a piano 
case somewhere? There is no issue 
more dear to the heart of the average 
American than getting a home for him
self and his family. 

When I listen to all of this mislead
ing propaganda that comes in about 
balancing the budget, let me say that 
this does not take any billion dollars out 
of the Treasury of the United States. 
It utilizes the money only as the mort
gages are bought and the repayments 
are made and go back to the Treasury 
of the United States, with a profit. If 
you would believe some of the prophets 
of doom about the finances of this 
country that I have been listening to, 
you would think we were taking the tax
payers' money and building free houses 
for these people, and that they did not 
pay for them. I get tired of that kind 
of irresponsible talk. If a man does 
not know any better I excuse him, but 
I am sure these gentlemen know better. 

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAINS. I yield to the gentle
man from New Jersey. 

Mr. WIDNALL. I would like to know 
where the billion dollars comes from if 
it does not come from the taxpayers. 

Mr: RAINS. I did not say it did not 
come from the Treasury. I said it did 
not come all at once. It is repaid. It 
is not a grant. The Government is 
making profits out of the FNMA opera
tions. Is not that right? 

Mr. WIDNALL. That is true, but any 
part of it at all that is taken this year 
unbalances the budget by that much. 
Is not that so? 

Mr. RAINS. That will be true. But 
always remember that the biggest un
balanced budget I have ever heard about 
since I have been here was in the year 
1958. It came in fiscal 1959, as a matter 
of fact. My distinguished friend served 
on the committee and he understands 
and knows what this is all about. The 
thing that made that $12 billion deficit 
in 1959-I do not know the exact figure, 
but that is approximately what it was
was the very thing we are trying to pre
vent with this bill, a decline in the gross 
national product caused by the last re
cession. You let housing starts fall be
low a million, and they are only 115,000 
above it, and you will see every idea of 
a balanced budget go out the window. 

We can only balance budgets in this 
country when people work. We can only 
balance budgets in this country when 
people make profits. We can only bal
ance budgets in this country when every
body is employed. We cannot balance 
the budget by turning down legislation 
such as this which generates 10 times the 
amount of money for the building in
dustry and all other kinds of activity 
that is involved than the legislation 
would cost. I tell you-you can laugh 
but you cannot prove otherwise-this is 
the best way to insure balancing the 
budget. We either go up or we go down 
and we are not going to sit exactly on 
the status quo. So this bill is not in
flationary. This bill will not unbalance 
the budget. This bill will mean we will 
have a bigger surplus at the end of the 
year and, certainly, at the end of next 

year than we will have otherwise if this 
bill is passed. 

I mentioned the housing start :figures 
a moment ago. They are at an ex
tremely low point. Yet, I can remember 
when we had the hearings on this that 
the distinguished gentleman who is the 
head of the Housing Administration 
pooh-poohed the idea that they were 
going to drop and said they were going 
to go up. But the simple truth of the 
business is that some effort has been 
made to charge it all off to the 
weather-these people forget that the 
:figures we have been talking about are 
adjusted for seasonal factors such as 
weather. Some effort has been made 
also to say that nobody wants this bill, 
which is a false charge. Some effort has 
been made to say that not even the 
homebuilders want it. I suggest that 
the gentleman from California read what 
the builders from Los Angeles and San 
Francisco said. I could suggest also that 
the gentleman from New Jersey interro
gate good men like Mr. Mitnick, who was 
president of the National Association of 
Home Builders, and who is one of his 
distinguished compatriots. See whether 
they want it or not. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAINS. I yield. 
Mr. McDONOUGH. I do not dispute . 

the fact that the gentleman had testi
mony from the homebuilders in favor of 
this bill. As a matter of fact, if I were a 
homebuilder, I would be very much in 
favor of this bill. If I can sell my 
$13,500 mortgage at par to the Govern
ment, I am going to sell as many of those 
mortgages as I can. Now I am not going 
to guarantee, if I do that, that the 
fellow who buys the house is going to 
profit one bit either by lower payments 
or a lower rate of interest or any better 
housing. I am going to .take a profit out 
of it, and that is what this bill will do. 

Mr. RAINS. We heard the gentle
man or somebody make that statement 
this morning. That statement is in 
error. Certainly, I know the home
builder is passing it on. I know that 
both the homebuilder and the high in
terest man is passing it on to the con
sumer. I know it because I have been 
through some of the situations ·myself. 
As I understand it, this bill would help 
to alleviate that kind of situation in
stead of making it worse. 

Mr. Chairman, one other thing and 
then I am through. There are some 
items I want you to keep in your mind 
as you consider legislation this year. 
In March, and these are unassailable 
:figures or I would not quote them be
cause I have already learned long before 
now not ever to get up here and make a 
statement unless you can prove it. Un
employment in March was 4,200,000-
only 3 percent below a year ago. And 
current unemployment on a seasonally 
adjusted basis equals 5.4 percent of the 
whole labor force and includes 1,200,000 
men and women who have been jobless 
for 15 weeks or more. Average working 
hours in manufacturing declined for the 
third successive month. Press reports 
of layoffs in offices, plants and other in
dustries are commonplace-read the 

Wall Street Journal today or for any 
other day. 

Business activity continues to show 
many serious weak spots with declines 
generally outweighing gains in recent 
months. 

Total business inventories rose $2 bil
lion in the first 2 months of this year. 
These now amount to $91.4 billion, 
nearly back to the level reached just be
fore the 1957-58 recession. The re
plenishment phase is now over. 

Overall industrial production declined 
in each of the past 2 months. The daily 
rate of auto output has dropped 17 per
cent since January, while inventories 
have piled up past the million mark. 
The steady drop in steel output has cut 
operations below 80 percent of capacity. 
The slow market for home appliances 
has cut sales of gas appliances, electric 
ranges, refrigerators, washers and dryers, 
all below year ago levels. At the same 
time, consumers have steadily gone 
deeper into debt. Outstanding consumer 
installment credit has jumped by more 
than .$5 billion over the past year. This 
is an increase of 16 percent--more than 
triple the rate of rise in personal income. 

Farm income steadily slips lower. The 
annual rate in the first quarter of this 
year was only $10.3 billion. This was 15 
percent below a year ago and 20 percent 
below election time in 1958. 

Total contracts awarded for all types 
of construction have trailed year-ago 
levels for the past 8 months. While 
most categories have shown declines re
cently, the sharpest drop has been in 
housing. The seasonally adjusted annual 
rate of housing starts in March-1,115,-
000-was down 20 percent or nearly 
300,000 units from the year ago rate. 
Further declines are indicated by the low 
level of FHA applications-down 30 per
cent from a year ago in March-and VA 
appraisal requests-down 45 percent. 

These factors have been clearly re
flected in the stock market. The Dow 
Jones Index is now approximately 10 
percent lower than last December and in 
this period the total value of stocks on 
the New York Stock Exchange has tum
bled $30 billion. 

Main hope of the business optimists is 
now the forecast of plant and equip
ment spending. According to a Govern
ment survey, this would rise 14 percent 
over last year, but already doubts are 
being expressed about this forecast 
which was made very early in the year 
when optimism was the order of the 
day. Machine tool orders, usually an 
early indicator of any rise in this spend
ing, have failed to increase, and at least 
one industry-railroads-has already 
lowered its sights. 

Some newspaper reports have recently 
indicated a rise in department store 
sales. While it is difficult to adjust fully 
for the effect of Easter it should be kept 
in mind that these account for only 6 
percent of all retail sales and do not 
necessarily indicate trends in the other 
94 percent. 

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAINS. I yield. 
Mr. WIDNALL. Why is it that any 

figure that shows an increase must be 
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explained away, while everything that 
shows a decrease is emphasized? 

Mr. RAINS. I have not found a 
figure that shows any increase. I said 
it was expected there would be an in
crease around Easter, but I do not have 
the figures. 

Mr. WIDNALL. I find it very diffi
cult to follow the argument on the other 
side of the aisle many times, particu
larly with respect to the stock market. 
I remember that many decried an in
crease in the price of stocks and all the 
money that was being made in the 
stock market. Now the figures are being 
given today to show that everything is 
wrong with the United States because 
stock prices are going down. It is only 
off 6 percent. Do you want the stock 
market to go up and continue to go up? 

Mr. RAINS. I am merely stating what 
the facts are in support of the case which 
I am presenting to the Congress. They 
are not warped. They are not twisted. 
The times are not what some people 
would have us believe they are. We need 
to pass this bill to prevent a recession so 
that you will have a surplus in the budg
et next year, not to mention the need to 
put the unemployed back to work. 

Mr. EVINS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAINS. I yield. 
Mr. EVINS. I wanted to point out in 

connection with the testimony before the . 
House Appropriations Committee, of 
which I am a member, the testimony of 
Mr. Zimmerman, Federal Housing Com
missioner, page 923, a corroborating 
statement of the gentleman from Ala~ 
bama. He has made a very interesting 
statement and we always listen to him 
with profit. Commissioner Zimmerman 
points out that the housing starts are not 
as much as they have been in the past, 
but he also disagrees with the high in
terest rate. He says that is the crux of 
the problem. 

So this testimony before the Appro
priations Committee corroborates just 
what the gentleman from Alabama has 
said. 

Mr. RAINS. I appreciate the remarks 
of the gentleman. 

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. RAINS. I yield. 
Mr. WIDNALL. The gentleman spoke 

about the number of employed and un
employed in this country just a little 
while ago. I have figures which I am 
sure are correct which show the average 
number of people employed in the first 
quarter of 1959 as 63.1 million. For the 
first quarter of 1960 the figure is 64.3 
million, or up 1.2 million from the pre
vious year. 

The average number of unemployed 
for the first quarter of 1959 was 4.6 mil
lion; for the first quarter of 1960 it was 
4.1 million, or down one-half million or 
10 percent from the previous year. This 
certainly seems to bear out the state
ment that 1960 is showing an improve
ment over 1959. 

Mr. RAINS. The gentleman sw·ely 
does not mean to insist that conditions 
are better now than in 1959. 

Mr. WIDNALL. Yes. 

Mr. RAINS. Why does not the gen
tleman stop to remember that he does 
not take into consideration the extra 2 
million people who went into the labor 
market; what happened to them? 

Mr. WIDNALL. These figures show 
there were a greater number of people 
employed. 

Mr. RAINS. Does the gentleman 
mean to tell me he can feel complacent 
when there are over 4 million people 
unemployed; not to mention the million 
or more forced to work a reduced work
week? 

Mr. WIDNALL. The last figures are 
4.2 million. What I object to is the fact 
that the people throughout the country 

· are told as a serious matter that we are 
going further and further on the down
hill road, when as a matter of fact the 
reliable figures show there were in 
March 4.2 million unemployed. The 
head of one of the great labor unions of 
this country told the people ·of the coun
try there were 5 million unemployed the 
very same night these figures showed 
there were 4.2 million. 

Mr. RAINS. I was correct when I said 
the figure was 4.2 million, was I not? 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RA,INS. I yield. 
Mr. WOLF. I was wondering what 

happens to the people who are working 
2, 3, 4 days a week, making sash and 
doors in factories in Dubuque, Iowa, and 
in the building industry in my district. 
Are they included in the number ~f un
employed? 

Mr. RAINS. No, they are not, and the 
gentleman is correct to be concerned 
about the hardship these people are 
suffering. 

Mr. WOLF. I was shocked just Mon
day of this week to discover that most 
of my building people who make sash 
and doors in Dubuque, Iowa, the largest 
industry in my district, are on a 2-, 3-, or 
4-day workweek. Hundreds of them will 
be discharged. I thank the g·entleman 
for what he has stated. I am very proud 
to be here to hear it. 

Mr. RAINS. As I said in the begin
ning, when we bring in a measure to do 
something for our own people we are 
told we are putting the Government on 
the threshold of bankruptcy, yet in the 
past my distinguished friends on the 
other side of the aisle voted $4% billion 
of back-door spending. Last year for 
the World Bank, for all of the programs 
all over the world, they voted large sums 
of money. They also did it when they 
voted for the Farmers Home Administra
tion, the St. Lawrence Seaway, the Ex
port-Import Bank, the program of direct 
loans for veterans and, of course, the 
Federal National Mortgage Association. 

Many of the foreign aid bills that we 
have-and one particularly last year, 
$4% billion-this is not the only one
went out of our committee, went zoom
ing through the Rules Committee, went 
zooming out of this House, was signed 
by the President to give it away all over 
the world. I wonder, did they un
balance the budget last year? Will you 
ever get that back? Are not the Amer
ican people a better risk than they are? 

I want it understood I am one who 
votes for foreign aid, but at the same 

time I am getting to the point where I 
want to think of our folks here at home 
along with the rest of them. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAINS. I yield. 
Mr. MULTER. In his very complete 

and interesting discussion the gentle
man overlooked another, the Inter
American Bank; and the administration 
is now urging the International Devel
opment Association, a division of the 
World Bank with obligations running 
into the hundreds of millions. Together 
with the gentleman I say let us do some
thing at home now. 

Mr. RAINS. I agree with the gentle
man. 

This bill is in the good American tra
dition of trying to do something with 
private enterprise to help build homes 
in this country. 

Mr. Chairman, in concluding I would 
like to discuss in some detail the various 
provisions of the bill. 

The heart of the bill, of course, is 
section 11 which authorizes an addi
tional billion dollars for FNMA's pro
gram 10 operation to make par pur
chases and commitments of FHA and 
GI loans for the construction of low- and 
moderate-priced new housing. It is this 
provision which will supply a powerful 
stimulus in easing the mortgage credit 
famine which has been sorely aftlicting 
homebuilding in many areas of the 
country. As preventive medicine, I can 
think. of no more worthwhile form of 
Government investment. 

As I have indicated previously, these 
mortgage purchases are not subsidies, 
they are not grants-they would repre
sent riskless assets to be acquired by the 
Government which would be repaid with 
interest and would cost the Government 
nothing. And the benefits this invest
ment will reap in my judgment will be 

· incalculable. They will help restore 
health and vitality to residential con
struction; they will increase employ
ment opportunities both onsite and off
site; and through the additional eco
nomic activity they will generate, and 
the consequent increase in tax income, 
they will benefit the Government as 
well as the health of the overall economy. 

I think it important to emphasize also 
the indirect as well as the directly meas
urable effects of this additional billion 
dollars for the FNMA special assistance 
program. While directly this fund will 
stimulate the construction of from 70,000 
to 80,000 dwelling units, expert opinion 
is convinced that the injection of this 
flow of mortgage credit on liberal terms 
will have a multiplying economic effect. 
I have been told by men who know in 
the building and mortgage industry that 
this fund would provide a powerful 
catalyst in increasing the availability of 
mortgage credit generally. They are 
convinced that the original 1958 program 
10 had a powerful cumulative and re
inforcing effect in giving a general 
stimulus to mortgage lending. 

One amendment in the bill should be 
of particular interest to those who live 
in areas where housing costs are higher 
than the national average. While the 
present mortgage limit of $13,500 would 
be retained, FNMA would be authorized 
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to increase that ceiling by an additional 
$1,000 to $14,500 in high cost areas. In 
addition, we have written in a high cost 
provision to permit program participa
tion for Alaska, Hawaii, and Guam 
which are faced with unique problems 
of higher building costs. 

There is an amendment in section 10 
of the bill to make it clear that section 
213 cooperative housing will be eligible 
for purchase by the additional $1 bil
lion fund auth01ized for FNMA's pro
gram 10 special assistance operation. 

The bill would also restore for a 1-year 
period the par purchase requirement for 
all of FNMA's special assistance pro
grams. These programs, which include 
urban renewal, cooperativ.e housing, 
and others as well as program 10, have 
been designated by the Congress or by 
the President as deserving of special as
sistance. It is indefensible to permit 
the agency to continue to charge dis
counts in these special fields. 

In addition, the bill for a 1-year pe
riod would establish a ceiling of 1 per
cent on the commitment and purchase 
charges which the association could 
make on special assistance mortgages
at present FNMA has set these charges 
administratively at 1% percent. Also, 
to avoid excessive penalty to projects 
which do not go forward to completion 
for one reason or another, the bill would 
reduce the required initial payment for 
a commitment from one-half of the total 
charge to one-fourth of the total charge. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to empha
size that the bill contains safeguards to 
assure an equitable distribution of these 
loan funds. The bill would require the 
Association to allocate the funds in order 
to channel them to the maximum extent 
practicable into geographic areas where 
the problems of excessive mortgage dis
counts and the shortage of mortgage 
credit are most severe. 

In order to guard against the possi
bility that a few builders might get a 
disproportionately large share of these 
funds, FNMA is also directed to estab
lish regulations to provide for an equi
table distribution. of commitments. 

One provision of the bill which would 
have an important effect in preventing 
a further deterioration of the mortgage 
market would prohibit FNMA from 
swapping mortgages for bonds for a 1-
year period. This would be achieved by 
requiring sales for cash only and for a 
price not less than the cost of acquisi
tion. Despite the unmistakable opposi
tion of the Congress in the last session, 
and I would remind you that the Senate 
even passed a resolution condemning the 
policy, the administration persisted in 
carrying out its misguided policy of 
swapping FNMA-held mortgages for cer
tain Government bonds. Apart from the 
debate as to whether this form of ex
change results in a loss to the taxpayer, 
there can be no debate that in periods of 
mortgage credit shortage any action 
which would dump blocks of FNMA-held 
mortgages on an already saturated mort
gage market is clearly indefensible. 

other amendments in the bill are de
signed to bolster the market support of 
FNMA's regular secondary market op
erations. In the first place, the bill 
would reduce FNMA's stock purchase re-

quirement from 2 percent to 1 percent, 
which should help minimize the burden 
of doing business with that agency. The 
second provision would prevent FNMA 
from arbitrarily refusing mortgages of
fered to it. Over the years we have 
heard many criticisms of this policy and 
I think it is about time we made it clear 
that FNMA should not attempt to second 
guess the FHA and VA, and it must be 
made willing to purchase at prevailing 
prices any guaranteed or insured mort
gage, provided of course that the mort
gage is not in default. Also FNMA would 
continue to have authority to limit the 
age of eligible mortgages. 

We have also incorporated in the bill 
a provision which would include in 
FNMA's policy directives an emphasis 
upon the desirability of stabilizing the 
mortgage market. This should prove to 
be a helpful directive for FNMA officials 
so that in conducting their operations 
they can give more e:ffective support to 
the mortgage price structure. 

Other sections of the bill seek to offset 
the increasingly severe burden which 
spiraling interest rates have placed upon 
home buyers. One provision would give 
discretion to the FHA Commissioner to 
reduce the insurance premium to one
fourth of 1 percent. FHA now boasts 
total reserves of three quarters of a bil
lion dollars and most experts believe 
that the reserves under section 203 are 
adequate io meet a major depression. 

A special section would seek to bring 
relief to home buyers under the section 
203 (i) program. For this low-cost hous
ing, as you know, the administration per
mits an additional one-half of 1 percent 
service charge, which, when added to the 
5% percent interest rate and the one-half 
of 1 percent insurance premium, brings 
the total financing costs to those low in
come families to 6% percent. Frankly, I 
am appalled to think that the Govern
ment has permitted itself to get into a 
situation where it is actively encouraging 
lenders to gouge lower income families 
with a mortgage financing cost of nearly 
7 percent. To restore some equity for 
this lower income group, my bill would 
set up a special $50 million FNMA spe
cial assistance fund to which section 
203 <D loans could be sold, provided a 
lender does not charge the one-half of 1 
percent service charge. 

Another important and unique feature 
of the bill would seek to increase the 
availability of FHA financing by per
mitting individuals to make FHA-insured 
loans. Presently, FHA-insured loans 
may be made only by incorporated lend
ers. By permitting individuals to par
ticipate, we hope to make the FHA pro
gram more effective, particularly ill 
smaller towns and communities. Cer
tainly we should leave no stone untumed 
in our search for means of increasing 
the availability of FHA financing. This 
provision has special importance in view 
of our growing need to find new sources 
of mortgage funds. It should be noted 
that the making of GI home loans by in
dividuals has been permitted by the Vet
erans' Administration from the very be
ginning, and there has been no evidence 
of abuse. · 

Another important provision would set 
up an FNMA backstop to assure the avail-

ability of financing for the new section 
810 o:ff-base defense housing which we 
authorized in last year's Housing Act. 
Ordinarily it requires some time for new 
FHA programs to gain investor accept
ance and to bridge this gap FNMA spe
cial assistance is needed. For this pur
pose the bill would authorize a $25 million 
revolving fund for the purchase of sec
tion 810 mortgages. 

Another section would make manda
tory the acquisition of Wherry Act 
housing by the military if the housing 
is located at or near permanent military 
installations. Presently, acquisition is 
mandatory only where Capehart hous
ing construction is going forward. 

The bill seeks to impose some restric
tion on the excessive discounts charged 
on FHA-insured and VA-guaranteed 

. loans. Section 14 would set up a new 
procedure which would require the 
lender in the case of each VA-guaran
teed or FHA-insured loan closed to re
port to the appropriate agency the 
amount of the discount charged and 
against whom it was charged. By pro
viding for full public disclosure the bill 
should exert a healthy pressure to pre
vent excessive discounts. We will also 
benefit by having a sensitive indicator 
of the trend in discounts which can 
serve as a guide to future legislative pol
icy in any attempt to reimpose controls 
on discounts. 

And finally, section 16 of the bill is 
designed to make sure that the housing 
needs of civilian space agency person
nel w111 be met. The recent shift of 
certain missile development bases from 
the Department of Defense to the new 
civilian space agency, the National Aero
nautics and Space Administration, has 
denied the employees of the new agency 
the benefits of section 809 financing, a 
result of course which no one intends. 
The bill would make it clear that NASA 
personnel in these installations would 
be eligible for the benefits of section 809 
financing. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my re
marks both of a general nature and in 
detail on the bill now before us. I think 
the immediate passage of this bill is im
perative and because it is so greatly in 
keeping with the demands of our public 
welfare, I urge every Member to give it 
his support. Clearly no one should op
pose the objectives of the bill which are 
powerfully and succinctly stated in the 
short title as needed to "halt the serious 
slump in residential construction, to in
crease both on-site and off-site job op
portunities, to help achieve an expand
ing full employment economy, and to 
broaden home ownership opportunities 
for the American people." 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, the 

need for better housing for all Americans 
is greater today than in any period of 
our Nation's history. Therefore, I sin
cerely hope our colleagues will unani
mously vote for the passage of H.R. 
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10213 the Emergency Home Ownership 
Act. 'I personally strongly f8:v?r this. bill 
because it will provide additional JObs 
·for our unemployed and, at the same 
time, will grant home ownership to those 
families who for years have been unable 
to buy because of high prices and high 
interest rates. 

This bill will be of special benefit to 
the residents in the First Congressional 
District of Pennsylvania because, among 
other things, it will permit them to buy 
homes at lower monthly payments. 

I have talked with many c~v~c and :~
ligious organizations and individual c~tl
zens about the housing problems facu~g 
us today and all agree that eome POSI
tive legislative program must be estab
lished to provide modern, 1~~-cost hc;m~
ing for our American families: This ;s 
particularly true in south Philadelphia 
where the demand for housing is desper
ate. While great strides have been made 
in the past few years to clear our slum 
areas and provide low-rent public hous
ing, many Philadelphians are still find
ing it very difficult to find decent homes. 

This is especially true in the large 
family class where a father and mot~er 
have the responsibility of properly rais
ing five or six or seven children-and 
how can this be accomplished if the. fam
ily is forced to live in a slum area s~mply 
because the rent is cheaper? ThiS at
mosphere is certainly not desirable for 
young, growing children, and surely the 
parents are not to be condemned be
cause they cannot afford to buy a home. 
What can they do? All the public hous
ing projects have long waiting lists for 
large family units. Private landlords 
are asking unreasonable monthly ren~
als for average living quarters, and .m 
many instances will not take a family 
with more than two children. This ~ 
the problem facing not only the. re~I
dents of Philadelphia, but the maJOrity 
of low-income families throughout the 
United States. 

Mr Chairman as representatives of 
the people, we c~nnot sit idly by while 
these very same people suffer. We can
not a1ford to wait until economic condi
tions improve. We must take immedi
ate action to stimulate our rate of eco
nomic growth so that all Americans able 
and willing to work can find gainful em
ployment. 

One of the weakest spots in our econ
omy is the decline in the homebuilding 
industry, and the bill before us now will 
give this industry a much needed shot 
in the arm by providing $1 b1llion in 
funds to purchase FHA and GI loans on 
lower priced housing. 

Our homebuilding industry, comprised 
primarily of small business firms, is one 
of the Nation's largest. The build
ing of homes the average American 
family can afford will create ~undreds 
of jobs locally. The unemployed who 
need work, but cannot find it, will be 
offered ' many job opportunities. The 
economy of the area will become sound. 
And the people will be given the oppor
tunity to buy a home. 

Mr. Chairman, no intelligent man or 
woman can possibly find fault with the 
desirable objectives of this bill. I urge 
its immediate passage. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, I the Treasury of the United States. It 
yield such time as he may desire to the will add to the national debt and it will 
gentleman from New York [Mr. Kn.- add to the further tax obligation of 
BURN]. . everyone. 

Mr. KILBURN. Mr. Chairman, this I want to quote f.rom a statement that 
bill lays the spending issue squarely be- the Senator from California [Mr. ENGLE], 
fore the congress. formerly a Member of the House, now 

If you want to be known as an ~r- a Member of the Senate from the State 
responsible spender-vote for this bill. . of California, made at a meeting in Call

If you want to be known as a budget fornia recently of the California Sav-
buster-vote for this bill. ings & Loan Associations specifically 

If you are for fiscal irresponsibility- about this bill. If this bill should pass 
vote for this bill. the House, Senator ENGLE will have to 

If you want to socialize mortgage cred- vote on it, and he will undoubtedly ex-
it-vote for this bill. press his views on the Senate floor at 

If you think the taxpayers should sub- that time. He said, and I quote: 
sidize about 3 percent of the home buyers On the House side in Washington this ses-
this year-vote for this bill. sion Congressman ALBERT RAINs, of Alabama, 

over $30 billion of mortgage credit has introduced a bill to provide for $1 billion 
worth of Treasury money to be available to 

will be used this year· FNMA to be used for FNMA purchase of VA 
Those are the issues raised by this mortgages and FHA-insured loans at par. 

legislation. It seems doubtful that this will pass, for 
Rollcall votes on this measure will two reasons. First, unlike 1958, when the 

make clear to the taxpayers where you last such transfusion took place, we do not 
stand. today have a general economic recession. 

I am agai·nst this bill and I _urge that Second, again unlike 1958, housing starts 
have not dropped to 900,000, or any other 

it be defeated. figure at which the situation seems critical 
Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, I for the housing industry. So this year, the· 

yield myself 10 minutes. Rains proposal does not enjoy the same broad 
Mr. Chairman, I always enjoy hear- base of support that a similar measure did 

ing my friend from Alabama with whom 2 years ago. 
I have served on the Subcommittee on Even lf it did become law, it still would 

i · not provide the answer. Based on our ex-Housing since its inception. He s sm- perience in 1958, California would get about 
cere he believes in what he says, he 8.7 percent of the appropriation, or $87 mil
is d~voted to many fine principles with lion. But now, as then, we are building 
which I agree. But I think he is being about 13 percent of the houses in the coun
led up a dark alley in this bill because try, and I calculate our State's total need to 
the statistics he read to you concerning be in the neighborhood of $2~ b1llion. This 
unemployment and the present economic is more than twice the total amount con-
sl·tuation in this country, the gross na- templated by the Rains bill, lf we got tt an, 

instead of less than one-tenth of it. tiona! product, discounts on mortgages, 
and the effect it is having on the small This is an indication of what a futile 
wage earner gives the impression that effort this is to relieve the unemploy
this bill is going to cure all of those ment situation. 
problems. It is not going to make the There is no complaint, so far as I am 
slightest indentation on that. concerned, from people by mail or other-

The billion dollars authorized in this wise, that the home buyer is complaining 
bill is for the purpose of purchasing about not being able to buy the house he 
through FNMA mortgages not to exceed wants, the downpayment, the rate of in
$13,500 and $14,500 in high-cost areas. terest, the maturity of the mortgage, and 
If the whole amount were used, and that so forth. This bill has been pending be
is doubtful because in the last attempt fore the Congress since January, and the 
we made to provide special relief for only appeals I have had for its passage 
homebuilding, only 85 percent of the have been from a few builders, home
billion dollars that the gentleman re- builders, in California; nothing from 
ferred to that we passed upon 2 years home buyers. Therefore, I believe that 
ago, was used. The situation econom- we should, if we are going to pass any 
ically in the country was far worse than legislation at all, consider the taxpayer 
it is today. But if all the amount that on the broad basis, the home buyer, 
this bill provides were used• it would rather than the homebuilder. 
build only 70,000 housing units at the Take the automobile industry. My 
rate of $13,500 or $14,500. That is out friend the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
of an anticipated annual total of, we RAINS] read the :figures recently about 
will say conservatively, 1.1 million homes . the high inventories in automobiles. We 
this year. Is that going to restore the are producing more automobiles this 
situation so far as the employment level year than we did last year up to the 
is concerned all over the country? I present time, but is there any attempt to 
am sure he cannot leave that impres- ask for a Federal subsidy to take care 
sion with anyone and make it stick, be- of these million cars that are in the in
cause it is not going to do that. It is ventory? Is there any legislation pend
going to pump a billion dollars into ing here to prevent the car buyer from 
the investment market in this country, becoming a victim of a high discount on 
which will interfere with the depositors the paper that he has to assume when 
in savings and loan associations, it will he buys an automobile? Why should 
reduce the possibility of return on money this apply in this instance if it does not 
invested by many small wage earners in apply in the other? And if we attempt 
various ways. It will impose upon them to get into it here, in my opinion we are 
a tax obligation to pay this billion dol- approaching Federal subsidies. socialized 
lars back because there is no other place housing, or any other type of subsidy 
to obtain the billion dollars except from where we use Federal funds to help the 
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homebuilder. Public housing is close 
enough to socialized housing. When we 
say we are going to provide for the home
builder par value for all the mortgages 
that he offers to FNMA, then we are giv
ing him an advantage that ·the other 
conventional investment house and the 
purchaser of a house on a conventional 
loan basis does not enjoy. 

Here is another effect this bill will 
have. At the present time the builder 
who sells a mortgage to FNMA must pay 
2 percent of the mortgage in stock. 

When we passed the bill in 1954 the 
purpose was to get ownership in FNMA 
into the hands of the public. That has 
gone on for some time. There are a 
great many SiOCkholders in FNMA all 
over the country. They are not only 
obtaining a profit from the purchase of 
stock in FNMA, but it has become an 
item of consideration on the stock 
market. 

This bill reduces the obligation to 1 
percent. That penalizes the people who 
have already bought stock in FNMA. 

Another thing this bill would do that 
we have not considered necessary here
tofore in all of our legislation on housing, 
is to make FNMA a primary mortgage 
market source. It is a secondary mort
gage market source and we are making 
it a primary market and pumping $1 
billion into the investment field, giving 
to a selected few-because it will only 
be a selected few who will profit from 
this-the advantage of par value for the 
mortgage it sells to FNMA, and denying 
that to the conventional loan. 

There are many other features about 
this bill. This bill weakens the FHA 
because it grants authority to reduce the 
percentage of premium paid to one
quarter instead of one-half, which is 
now the law on FHA loans. In my 
opinion, this is the first step toward the 
possibility of federalized, socialized 
housing. I do not think we should take 
that step because the problems we face 
today in the shortage of housing starts 
have been caused largely by weather 
from which we have not yet recovered. 
In my opinion, if we should wait another 
2 or 3 months we will be out of what the 
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. RAINs] 
claims is a recession, which claim I do 
not agree with. If we allow time to pass 
to a point where this activity will recover, 
we will not have to obligate the Ameri
can public by $1 billion to buy mortgages 
for a selected few homebuilders. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Mc
DoNOUGH] has expired. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. WIDNALL]. 

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, I, too, 
have a great deal of respect for my col
league, the chairman of the Special Sub
committee on Housing, the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. RAINS]. I have 
served with him since 1952 on that spe
cial committee and I know how earnestly 
he tries to provide for the housing needs 
of this country. I do not like to take a 
completely opposite stand to his on any 
bill because I do respeCt him so much. 
But I think this bill is completely un
called for. There is nothing in the record 
to indicate any need for such legislation. 

Before the Committee on Rules I char
acterized it as the most amazing piece of 
legislation that has come to my attention 
since I have served as a Member of the 
House, having come here in 1950. This 
bill is a bill that nobody wants, and just a 
few people seem to be in back of it. 
Whenever major legislation comes before 
the Housing Subcommittee, as a senior 
member of that committee I am nor
mally flooded with appeals for the pass
age of that legislation. Those appeals 
come from special interest groups and 
they also come from the public at large. 

·Up to the time that I appeared before 
the Committee on Rules I had not had a 
single request from anybody for the 
passage of a piece of legislation involv
ing $1 billion of the taxpayers' money. 
What I emphasized to the Committee on 
Rules and what I reemphasize again to 
the House is this. 

Only recently members of the Build
ing Trades Union came to my office in 
connection with legislation that they 
felt it was important to pass during the 
current session of the Congress. They 
believed this legislation was important 
to the members of unions and legis
lation important to all the American 
people. They spoke about the mini
mum wage, they spoke about "situs" 
picketing, they spoke about the ex
tension of minimum wage coverage, 
but not one single word was said about 
a $1 billion bill that, if you are to be 
persuaded by the arguments of the ma
jority chairman, is wanted to keep the 
building trades people employed in the 
United States to the extent of 300,000 
to 500,000. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WIDNALL. I am pleased to yield 
to the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. I am in
terested in the gentleman's observation 
on the interest in the bill. I cannot 
refrain from remarking that the lack of 
attendance on the floor of the House 
during debate on this $1 billion bill is a 
pretty good indication of the lack of 
interest in this legislation. 

Mr. WIDNALL. I thank the gentle
man for his comment. There are prob
ably a few more people here on the floor 
of the House now on the Democratic 
side of the aisle than have corresponded 
with any Member of the House on that 
side with respect to this bill, other than 
the chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Housing. 

There are several methods of measur
ing activity in the housing field. No 
one of these is all inclusive. Each 
serves some useful purpose but each also 
has its limitations. To arrive at a bal
anced judgment requires consideration 
of all of them. 

One method of measurement to which 
reference is frequently made is the series 
known as private nonfarm housing 
starts. This series is compiled monthly 
and adjusted on a seasonal basis to 
arrive at an indicated annual rate of 
production of new housing units. It is 
arrived at by a sampling of building 
permits in about 7,000 local govem
mental jurisdictions. Adjustments are 
made for a time lag between issuance 
of permits and start of construction. 

and for permits not used. The result is 
an estimate of units started in permit
issuing places. To this is added an 
estimate for nonpermit areas to arrive 
at a figure for private nonfarm housing 
starts. Adjustment is made for a sea
sonal factor and the result is then mul
tiplied by 12 to arrive at the annual in
dicated rate of starts. 

Now, let us see what has been hap
pening to this series. In October 1959 
the indicated annual rate of starts was 
1,180,000 units. In November this in
creased to- 1,210,000 units and in De
cember it moved to 1,330,000 units. At 
the time of the subcommittee hearings 
on this bill the very good December fig
ures had just become available. Here 
is what the chairman of the Housing 
Subcommittee had to say: 

Far too much is being made o:f the fact 
that the seasonally adjusted annual rate of 
housing construction rose during the month 
of December, the latest month for which 
statistics are available. 

For January, the start level dropped 
back to 1,216,000 units and in February 
to 1,115,000 units. 

Then the chairman of the Housing 
Subcommittee issued another press re
lease in which he stated: 

The February housing starts figure just 
released underscores the need for immediate 
mortgage credit legislation to shore up a. sag
ging key industry. 

I just do not go along with seeing no 
good in the good and only bad in the 
bad. I think we have to be a bit more 
consistent than that. March starts held 
steady at the February level of 1,115,000 
units. 

In making any comparison between 
figures, it is important that we consider 
how they are used. For instance, if you 
compare the indicated annual rate of 
starts of 1,148,700 units based on results 
for the first quarter of this year with 
those for the first quarter of 1959, you 
will flnd they are down 17.3 percent from 
the indicated annual rate of 1,290,000 
units for the first quarter of 1959. Now 
that looks pretty bad. But the 1959 first 
quarter rate was the highest first quarter 
rate on record. Let us see what happens 
if we compare the first quarter rate for 
1960 with the first quarter rates for 
other years. 

Compared with 1958, the 1960 starts 
are up 20.8 percent. 

With 1957, up 21.7 percent. 
With 1956, up 0.9 percent. 
With 1955, down 17 percent. 
With 1954, up 3.1 percent. 
With 1953, down 2. 7 percent. 
In other words, the 1960 performance 

is about average rather than the poor 
performance indicated by a comparison 
with just the 1959 record rate. 

In the course of this debate, we will 
hear much of the impact of the declin
ing starts on the employment situation 
and activity in the building materials 
field. Obviously a statistical series on 
building permits is a poor measure of 
the impact on employment and the ma
terials industry. There is another series 
far better adapted for measuring such 
impact. This is the Department of Com
merce tabulation on expenditures for new 
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construction. Dollar expenditures di
rectly reflect payments for wages and 
materials. The seasonally adjusted an
nual rate of expenditure for new private 
nonfarm residential construction in the 
first quarter of 1959 was $21.9 billion. 
For the first quarter of 1960, the rate was 
$21.2 billion. That is a decline of only 
3.2 percent. By no stretch of the imagi
nation is that very modest decline cause 
for alarm over the plight of labor and 
material distributors in the home con
struction field. 

Another measure of housing activity 
is the series on heavy construction con
tract awards. The Engineering News
Record, a McGraw-Hill publication, com
piles a weekly record of heavy construc
tion contracts awarded in 50 States. 
Only mass housing contracts are in
cluded in the series and these large hous
ing project contracts currently account 
for about 25 percent of the total to date. 
For the first 16 weeks of this year; 
namely, for the period ending April 21, 
1960, private mass housing construction 
shows a whopping big gain of 39 percent 
over the figures for the comparable pe
riod in 1959. For all types of heavy con
struction, the contract figures show a 
gain of 7 percent for the 1960 period over 
the 1959 period. 

There is still a different way of ap
praising· the position of housing. This 
is a practical approach. Just notice as 
you drive home to your districts the miles 
upon miles of new housing proj eets and 
even whole new communities under con
struction. There just is not gloom and 
doom in the housing industry. When I 
first came to Congress, I used to drive 
between cities and communities. Now 
when I come down from New Jersey, 
much of the way is through continuous 
urban development. 

We have made tremendous progress in 
housing over the past 10 years and 1960 
promises to be at least an average year. 
Even if you take the most unfavorable 
figures upon which to base your judg
ment, namely, housing starts, this is 
still true. Over the past 10 years, hous
ing starts have averaged 1,159,100 units. 
The first quarter 1960 annual rate is 
1,148,700 units. Personally, I think the 
production for the year as a whole will be 
above that level and I think the opinion 
of the experts that housing starts will 
total 1,200,000 units this year is a con
servative estimate. I base that opinion 
on two things. Employment is at record 
levels and money markets have eased, 
making mortgage credit more readily 
available. In 1959, the Federal debt in
creased by $7.9 billion. It represented a 
huge drain of funds from the private 
capital markets. In 1960, the prospects 
are that Federal Government financing, 
in place of draining funds from the pri
vate capital markets, will be returning 
funds to the private markets through a 
reduction of approximately $2 billion in 
Federal debt. That is a net favorable 
shift in the impact of Government fi
nancing of almo.st $10 billion. This bill 
in itself would require a billion dollars 
of Government expenditure for the pur
chase of mortgages. In other words, it 
would use up 50 percent of the prospec
tive $2 billion return :flow of funds from 

the Government market to the private 
capital market this year. Its principal 
effect would be to substitute Government 
:financing for private :financing in the 
home J:>uilding industry. That would be 
:fiscal folly in the name of a nonexistent 
emergency. 

The savings picture seems to be im
proving. March was the :first month 
since the end of 1958 with a monthly net 
savings inflow at mutual savings banks 
above the year-ago level, by 2 percent, 
and the net savings · inflow at savings 
and loan associations-preliminary
was up 6 percent. In February, the net 
gain in total assets of life insurance 
companies was greater than a year ago 
by 6 percent. 

At the same time, nonhousing capital 
demands are running below year-ago 
levels. Thus far in 1960, new capital is
sues and private placements of corpora
tions are down by about 10 percent and 
State and local government issues by 
about 12 percent from the comparable 
period of a year ago. The magnitude of 
Treasury net borrowing and mortgage 
requirements have also been appreciably 
below 1959 levels. 

In the mortgage market this has been 
reflected in February and March in
creases in the proportion of areas with 
adequate funds for FHA-insured loans 
as reported by FHA and VA for the 
standard sample areas and by F'NMA 
for a group of .identical areas. At the 
end of March, FHA and VA showed an 
adequate supply of such funds in 63-68 
percent of the areas, while FNMA re
ports-for a greater number of areas, in
cluding smaller areas-showed an ade
quate supply in only 30 percent of the 
areas. With respect to funds for VA 
loans, an adequate supply was indicated 
by FHA and VA reports in 16-18 percent 
of the areas and by FNMA reports in 4 
percent of the areas. 

The Chicago, Fort Worth, and San 
Francisco regional offices of HHFA, all 
commented upon increased availability 
of mortgage loan funds at savings and 
loan associations, primarily for conven
tional loans. 

Outstanding Federal home loan bank 
advances continued to decline, from 
$1,628 million at the end of February to 
$1,520 million at the end of March. 
During the :first 3 weeks of April, three 
of the banks-Cincinnati, Des Moines, 
and Topeka-reduced their rates on 
secured short-term advances to 4% 
percent, from 5% percent in two in
stances and from 5 percent in the other. 
This makes a total of six home loan 
banks that have reduced their rates on 
advances in the past 2 months. During 
April, the Federal home loan banks re
deemed the entire issue of $247 million 
in 4.65 percent notes that came due. 
Another issue of $240 million at 5% per
cent becomes due on May 16. 

In February and March, the 8-month 
increase in the private secondary market 
discounts on FHA-insured loans was re
versed, although the reduction of dis
counts thus far has been very slight
from an average of 3.7 points to an 
average of 3.5 points. Nevertheless, the 
continued increase in availability of 
funds makes it likely that some funds 
would be available for FHA-insured 

loans with lower downpayments than 
are now permissible. This would lend 
support to housing demand. 
FHA APPLICATIONS AND VA APPRAISAL REQUE STS 

FOR NEW HOMES 

On a per-workday basis, FHA new 
home applications increased 13 percent 
and VA new home appraisal requests de
creased 13 percent from February to 
March. After seasonal adjustment, the 
FHA application volume showed a 2-
percent decrease. 

HOUSING START S 

From February to March, the season
ally adjusted annual rate of private non
farm housing starts remained unchanged 
at 1,115,000. If the unusual winter 
weather in February and ~arch caused 
a greater than normal lag in the use of 
building permits issued in those 2 
months, there may be some offsetting 
reduction in April building permits and, 
consequently, in the estimated season
ally adjusted annual rate of starts in 
April. 

Of the total private starts in March, 
23 percent were FHA, 6 percent VA, and 
71 percent conventional. A year ago 
when total private starts were 26 per~ 
cent greater, the breakdown was 25 per
cent FHA, 8 percent VA, and 66 percent 
conventional. 

In December and January, the latest 2 
months for which figures are available 
multifamily housing starts accounted fo~ 
19 percent of total private starts com
pared with 15 and 16 percent ;espec
tively, in October and Nove~ber and 
with 20 percent in January 1959. 

I would like to read to you at this 
time an important editorial from the 
New York Times of February 13, 1960: 

NEW MORTGAGE Bn.L 

A new housing bill introduced by Repre
sentative RAINS of Alabama, has been ap
proved by a subcommittee of the House 
Banking Committee. This proposed meas
ure would not only call for the pumping of 
an additional emergency $1,050 million into 
the residential mortgage market under the 
special assistance program of the FNMA 
(Fanny May); it would at the same time 
alter beyond recognition the character of 
that secondary market for Government-in
sured residential mortgages. 

Neither of the two implicit assumptions 
underlying the proposal to pump this huge 
additional sum into the market for resi
dential mortgages will stand even super
ficial examination. One of them is that the 
economy is faced with an emergency that 
calls for such stimulants as this; the other is 
that the residential mortgage area is getting 
lesf! than its fair share of the ava1lable 
supply of capital funds. 

So far as ·the state of the economy is con
cerned, it is such as to indicate that the 
proposal to blow up mortgage demand arti
ficially would not only be potentially infla
tionary on the demand side {for residential 
building has an exceptionally high multi
plier effect on municipal and private spend
ing) but it would lop off at a stroke nearly 
one-fourth the hoped-for surplus in the 
1961 Federal budget. As to the lack of 
funds available for residential mortgages, 
this is true only if one believes that the 
Nation has a responsibility to maintain the 
supply of such funds at all times at a figure 
equal to or exceeding the recent previous 
high. 

But more serious, perhaps, even than the 
provision for this huge sum itself are the 
terms on which it would be provided. For 
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a year after the enactment of this suggested 
legislation it would, among other things, 
direct the FNMA to purchase any kind 
of Government-underwritten mortgages so 
long as the title to the property was not in 
doubt; it would forbid the latter to dispose 
of any mortgage; it would prohibit it from 
paying less than par for any mortgage, and 
it would freeze .the premium charge (which 
is now discretionary within a range of Yz to 
1 percent) to %, of 1 percent. (It is out of 
this premium that the reserve is created on 
which the Government insurance is based.) 

In short, Fanny May would be trans
formed overnight from a revolving fund de
signed to provide a secondary market for in
sured mortgages on time when other pur
chasers were not available to a priming 
market that would buy all mortgages offered 
at fixed prices, presumably above the true 
market price, and at the same time be pro
hibited from liquidating any mortgage pres
ently held. 

I have had some figures prepared ad
dressed to, "Where is the emergency?" 
Incidentally, we on this side have been 
hit time and again by those on the other 
side of the aisle with the charge of us
ing a Madison A venue approach to 
politics. If ever there was a Madison 
Avenue approach to politics, it is with 
the slogan "Emergency Home Ownership 
Bill" that is being used on this bill when 
there is no emergency. 

First. Nurr,tber of private . nonfarm 
housing starts on adjusted annual basis: 
First quarter 1959, 1,390,000 units-all
time high; first quarter 1960, 1,148,700 
units; decrease 241,300 units, or down 
17.3 percent. Average annual rate past 
10 years, 1,159,100 units. 

Second. Value of new private residen
tial nonfarm construction on adjusted 
annual basis: First quarter 1959, $21.9 
billion; first quarter 1960, $21.2 billion; 
decrease, $0.7 billion, or down 3.2 per
cent. 

Third. Value of total new private con
struction on adjusted annual basis: First 
quarter 1959, $39.7 billion; first quarter 
1960, $40.4 billion; increase, $0.7 billion, 
or up 1.8 percent. 

Fourth. Value of gross private domestic 
investment, including producers durable 
equipment and change in business inven
tories, on adjusted annual basis: First 
quarter 1959, $70 billion; first quarter 
1960, $77.5 billion; increase, $7.5 billion, 
or up 10.7 percent. 

Fifth. Average number employed: 
First quarter 1959, 63.1 million; first 
quarte~ 1960, 64.3 million; increase, 1.2 
million, or up 1.9 percent. 

Sixth. Average number of unemployed: 
First quarter 1959, 4.6 million; first quar
ter 1960, 4.1 million; decrease, 0.5 million, 
or down 10.9 percent. 

Seventh. Percent unemployment on 
seasonally adjusted basis: First quarter 
1959, 6 percent; first quarter 1960, 5.1 
percent; decrease, 0.9 percentage point. 

Eighth. Labor income on adjusted an
nual basis: First qt1arter 1959, $260.6 bil
lion; first quarter 1960, $279 billion; in
crease, $18.4 billion, or up 7.1 percent. 

Ninth. Total personal income on ad
justed annual basis: First quarter, 1959, 
$371.8 billion; first quarter, 1960, $393.1 
billion; increase, $21.3 billion, or up 5.8 
percent. 

Tenth. Gross national product on ad
justed annual basis: First quarter, 1959, 

$470.4 billion; first quarter, 1960, $498.0 
billion; increase, $27.6 billion, or up 5.9 
percent. 

Just where is this emergency? I cer
tainly do not find it in our economy. 
But wait, here it is. I have one more set 
of figures. They deal with the public 
debt of the Federal Government. In 
March of 1959, it was $282.2 billion. In 
March of 1960, it was $287 billion or an 
increase of $4.8 billion. My colleagues, 
that is where the emergency exists. 
That is an emergency we must do 
something . about. We must get control 
of Government spending, and this bill is 
a good place to start. We have heard 
remarks that a projection was made of 
$540 billion to $550 billion as the gross 
national product this year. I never 
heard those figures mentioned by any 
economist who testified either before the 
Joint Economic Committee or before the 
House Committee on Banking and Cur
rency or before the Subcommittee on 
Housing. We have been told, and the 
record will bear it out, that for the first 
time in our Nation's history the gross 
national product of the United States 
will be over $500 billion. That does not 
sound like the situation that the apostles 
of gloom and defeat would have you be
lieve, that the country is going to the 
dogs and that it is going down hill so 
fast that we have to pull all these emer
gency measures out of the slot and try 
to do something about it. I would be 
the first one to admit, as I am sure 
many others on our side of the aisle 
would be willing to admit, that if the 
country was in a recession or was pointed 
toward a major recession we would be 
the first ones to back this ·type of legis
lation. Many of us supported the legis
lation offered in 1958 which took effect 
in 1959. We felt at that time . we were 
entering into a period of recession and 
it required some major attention, There 
is absolutely no comparison between the 
economic condition of this country today 
and the economic condition at the time 
we passed the other $1 billion bill. I take 
issue with the statement that this costs 
nothing. It takes $100 million or $200 
million or $1 billion or whatever is spent 
out of the amount that will be autpor
ized in this bill, out of our budgetary 
balance the hard fought budget surplus 
that P;esident Eisenhower has envi
sioned for the country this year. And 
there are other bills that are pending 
that would do the same. We are headed 
once again into deficit spending, infla
tionary measures that will push up costs 
and devalue pensions and cause serious 
hardship for millions of our people. 
Too much is dependent upon the leader
ship of the United States throughout 
the free world to treat our responsibility 
lightly. It is all very well that you want 
to be all things to all people and you 
want to provide some cheap housing for 
people. But, I challenge the statement 
and the claim that cheap housing is 
provided by this bill for low-income 
groups. As an example I cannot envision 
a person in the city of New York being 
helped by this legislation. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
Dlinois [Mr. DERWINSKI]. 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
hope it will not be necessary for me to 
use more than a few minutes of my time. 
I think it is rather obvious that regard
less what we say this afternoon, our 
minds are completely made up and facts 
will not disturb anyone. I would like to · 
quote, if I may, from a distinguished 
Member of the other body, the chairman 
of its Committee on Banking and Cur
rency, th~ Senator from Virginia, who 
on January 13, 1960, had some rather in
teresting, and at this time I believe we 
could say pertinent, remarks about the 
housing issue. He said: 

The most effective way, I think, for the 
Congress to reduce the ups and downs in 
housing aside from the elimination of the 
statutory interest rates on FHA and VA 
mortgages would be to balance the Federal 
budget. An unbalanced Federal budget 
means that the Treasury must go into the 
capital market and borrow billions of dollars, 
in competition with other use1·s of money. 
The $12 billion deficit of the fiscal year 1959 
imposed on capital markets a drain which 
could not help but push interest rates up 
substantially. 

I think it would be wise for you gentle
men who are going to jam through this 
infiBJtionary housing bill to heed the 
words of wisdom of the Senator from 
Virginia. 

In all of this discussion I am mindful 
of the fact that about 4 months ago, 
when we started discussing the Emer
gency Housing Act of 1960, we were told 
that the emergency was caused by a little 
thing called tight money. Four months 
later we find that tight money is no 
longer with us but supposedly the emer
gency is, but the plain matter of fact .is 
that savings and investments by the· 
people in this country have solved the 
problem of tight money and we do not 
need the injection of a billion dollars 
into the housing market. The natural 
flow of savings and investments solves 
the tight money situation. 

Also I would like to point out that if we 
assume that the anticipated number of 
housing starts in 1960 constitute an 
emergency, then we have -had an em
ergency in housing in 7 of the last 11 
years. I understand this is the third 
emergency housing bill. Supposedly 
there were similar emergencies in 1949, 
1951, 1952, 1953, 1956, and 1957, which 
were solved without an emergency hous
ing bill. I think it is obvious to all of us 
that this legislation is purely political 
and completely unnecessary. I believe 
we are all aware that we are going to 
pass this uncalled for bill and if the oth
er body passes it, the President will then 
veto it and then the taxpayers will heave 
a sigh of relief because the spenders will 
have once again been defeated, and the 
country spared from the ill effects of 
this inflationary proposal. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DERWINSKI. I yield. 
Mr. McDONOUGH. In your study of 

the bill and in the business in which you 
are engaged can you inform the Commit
tee if there is any place where the home
owner is going to profit by this deal of 
selling mortgages to FNMA? Mr: DERWINSKI. No. This bill will 
not help the home owner. That reminds 
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me of another matter, for which I thank 
the gentleman. 

There is one additional point that I 
wanted to make. Earlier this afternoon 
the chairman of the Housing Subcom
mittee said his remarks were to be non
political. Actually, his remarks were po
litical and failed to prove the need for 
this legislation. The charge was made 
that homebuilders were demanding this 
legislation. Representing the Chicago 
area, I have been unable to find any 
builders in the Chioago metropolitan 
area who are here demanding this legis
lation. As a matter of fact, at a recent 
national convention of the homebuild
ers, Chicago area and Midwest builders 
waged a tremendous battle in which they 
fought to stop the demand for artificial 
and inflationary use of funds from the 
U.S. Treasury. Certainly, if the ma
jority of homebuilders, and the other 
segments of the housing industry and 
for that matter the home-buying public, 
are not asking for this legislation it 
would be an act of irresponsibility for 
the Congress to pass it. Regardless of 
the phoney title, this bill would aggra
vate rather than help the housing in
dustry of this Nation. Home ownership 
for more Americans will continue to de
velop when we have less rather than 
more Government interference with the 
supply and demand and the desires of 
American families for a continued im
provement in housing standards. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as he may desire 
to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
RUTHERFORD]. 

Mr. RUTHERFORD. Mr. Chairman, 
I would like to urge all of my colleagues 
to support the bill now before us. The 
need for this bill has long since been 
proved. Last fall the Subcommittee on 
Housing, of which I a~ proud to be a 
member, undertook two studies which 
demonstrated conclusively that the tight 
money policy was having a serious ad
verse impact on the homebuilding indus
try. The use of second mortgages and 
other questionable financing practices 
was becoming widespread and discounts 
on FHA and VA loans had become pro
hibitive in many areas of the country. 
The recent trend in housing starts con
firms those findings. Once again resi
dential construction is being choked off 
by high interest rates and a shortage of 
mortgage credit. Last month we were 
building new homes at an annual rate of 
only about 1.1 million units, down 20 per
cent from a year ago. 

Mr. Chairman, I am at a complete loss 
to understand the administration's ob
jections to this bill. One would expect 
that they would have taken the lead in 
requesting legislation of this nature. 
That would certainly be called for by 
the policy directive which the Congress 
included in the Housing Act of 1949. 
Mr. Chairman, I would like to remind my 
colleagues of what that policy statement 
said. For one thing, it calls for a level of 
housing production sufficient to "enable 
the housing industry to make its full 
contribution toward an economy of max
imum employment, production, and pur
chasing power." Further on it calls for 
"the stabilization of the housing indus-

try at a high annual volume of residen
tial construction." 

Mr. Chairman, we have learned that 
we can disregard this statement of policy 
only at our peril. The dropoff in home
building activity was a major contri
butor to the severe recession of 1957 and 
1958. By the same token, the rapid re
covery in housing starts that followed 
the enactment of the Emergency Hous
ing Act of 1958 deserves a good deal of 
credit for our recovery from that reces
sion. 

Now once again we have seen a sharp 
decline in residential construction along 
with weakness in other parts of the 
economy and a rise in unemployment to 
more than 4 million. I believe that even 
the administration would have to agree 
that a rise in homebuilding activity 
would be extremely desirable right now. 
I also believe that the approach taken 
in the bill now before us is the right one. 
I do not believe that the policy of wait
and-watch-and-hope is enough to cure 
the present slump in homebuilding. 
Furthermore, I absolutely reject the ad
ministration's contention that higher 
interest rates are the answer. 

For 7. years now we have witnessed a 
steady rise in the cost of money. We 
are continually told that somehow 
higher interest rates combat inflation. 
The plain truth is that higher interest 
rates themselves are an important part 
of the high cost of living. Nowhere is 
this seen more clearly than in the case 
of housing. Let me take the case of a 
family who can afford to pay $75 a 
month on a home loan. Back in 1952 
when the GI interest rate was 4 percent 
this family could afford a mortgage of 
$15,600. Today, because the interest 
rate has risen to 5% percent that 
monthly payment will carry a loan of 
only $13,500. As a matter of fact GI 
loans are simply not available in many 
areas of the country. 

If this family trys to buy a home un
der FHA today they will find that that 
$75 payment will now carry a mort
gage of only $12,000. This, to me, is 
the cruelest form of inflation because it 
means that lower income families are 
the first to be squeezed out of the mar
ket. In the example I have just cited, 
that family would have lost $3,600 worth 
of house just so they can have the privi
lege of paying these higher interest 
rates, still in the name of fighting infla
tion: 

Mr. Chairman, we could go on raising 
interest rates endlessly and the aver
age homeowner will never be able to 
meet the competition in the money mar
ket. After all of these increases in in
terest rates we find that mortgage dis
counts are as high as ever. In my own 
State of Texas even the Federal Na
tional Mortgage Association charges a 
discount of 5% percent on GI loans and 
in many States the discounts are even 
deeper. It is obvious that few builders 
can operate under these terms and the 
result has been a sharp drop in activity 
under the FHA and VA programs which 
supply the bulk of lower-priced new 
homes. 

The demand for new housing is still 
extremely strong. The principal cause 
of fluctuations we have seen in hous-

ing starts has been changes in the flow 
of mortgage credit. Our main weapon 
to assure a continuing high flow of mort
gage credit is the Federal National 
Mortgage Association, in particular its 
special assistance functions. Unfor
tunately, too many people, including the 
administration, have forgotten that the 
law directs the Association to buy mort
gages as needed "as a means of retard
ing or stopping a decline in mortgage 

. lending and homebuilding activities 
which threatens materially the stability 
of a high-level national economy." This 
is exactly the problem confronting the 
Nation today and this is exactly the pur
pose of this bill, especially in the pro
vision of $1 billion for FNMA purchases 
of FHA and GI loans on lower cost 
housing. 

The decline in residential construc
tion has a particular importance to my 
area, as it does in other growth areas 
around the country. In order for busi
ness and employment to expand in the 
newer sections of our Nation it is nec
essary first to provide adequate housing. 
When that cannot be provided at prices 
and mortgage terms within· the reach 
of the average family we find that our 
growth is stifled. 

The need for the Emergency Home 
Ownership Act is urgent on every point. 
It would provide a much needed stim- · 
ulus to all sectors of the economy and 
would help put some of the more than 
4 million jobless men and women back 
to work. It is needed to achieve the 
high and stable level of housing produc
tion called for in our national housing 
policy and required to meet the de
mands of population growth and shift 
an~ to replace slum units. It is needed 
to provide fair treatment for the home 
buying public and for the homebuild
ing industry who are the hardest hit by 
the present tight-money policy. 

Mr. Chairman, I am confident that 
the great majority of this body recog
nizes the need for this bill and will vote 
accordingly. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman fr~m 
Illinois [Mr. CoLLIER]. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, un
fortunately in dealing with this type of 
legislation charges of politics are always 
generated. If we did not have the bill on 
the floor at all the previous speaker 
from our side would not have made 
reference to political implications. 
There would be no political issues if we 
did not have the bill, and the bill should 
not even be on the floor. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair- · 
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
desire. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to speak 
briefly in support of the bill now before 
us, the Emergency· Home Ownership Act. 
This pill was introduced on the first day 
of this session by my able colleague from 
Alabama, ALBERT RAINS. The need for 
it grows greater every day. As we all 
know, the annual rate of housing starts 
has dropped sharply. The number of 
homes started during the month of 
March, after adjustment for weather 
conditions and other seasonal in· 
fluences, represented an annual rate 
of only about 1.1 million new homes, 
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according to the Government's figures. 
This is a 20 percent decline from the 
rate this time last year. 

The cause of this decline is obvious. 
Tight money and high interest rates are 
once again stifling homebuilding ac
tivity. As we found in 1958, when a bill 
very similar to the one now before us 
sped through the House by voice vote, 
the use of FNMA special assistance can 
break the logjam in the money markets 
and quickly bring about a recovery in 
housing starts. This is just the action 
we need today. A reversal of the drop in 
housing starts would provide a much
needed stimulus to business and employ
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, experience has proved 
that homebuilding is highly vulnerable 
to tight money. One of our main weap
ons in the defense of residential con
struction against the tight money policy 
is the Federal National Mortgage As
sociation. Let me remind my colleagues 
that in 1954, after careful deliberation, 
the Congress included in the statement 
of purpose governing FNMA that the 
Agency should use its special assistance 
program to retard or stop a decline in 
mortgage-lending and homebuilding ac
tivities which threatens materially the 
stability of a high level national econ
omy. In order to carry out this respon
sibility FNMA needs the funds which 
would be provided by section 11 of this 
bill. This section would authorize FNMA 
to purchase up to $1 billion worth of FHA 
and VA loans on low and moderate cost 
housing. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not think we can 
emphasize enough that this fund does 
not represent grants or giveaway money. 
For each dollar of the $1 billion to be 
expended under the bill the Govern
ment would acquire guaranteed and in
sured mortgages of equal value. More
over, these mortgages would earn interest 
over their life and the Government will 
make a profit because the interest in
come will more than cover the cost of 
providing and servicing the loan. It is 
significant, Mr. Chairman, that in all its 
operations FNMA has earned a net in
come of $367 million in its 21 years of 
existence after paying all of its expenses. 
In its special assistance operation alone, 
FNMA has earned $34 million since 1954. 

Mr. Chairman, the funds to be pro
vided under this bill would bring maxi
mum relief to areas where the mortgage 
credit shortage is hurting most. Under a 
provision of the bill, the FNMA would be 
required to channel the funds to those 
areas where mortgage credit is in short 
supply. Also, to assure an equitable dis
tribution of the funds, the bill would re
quire the Association to prevent an ex
cessive share of the funds going to any 
one builder or lender. 

Another provision of the bill which 
would help us gain the maximum bene
fit from the investment of special as
sistance funds would require the Agency 
for a period of 1 year to pay the full face 
value of any FHA-VA mortgage pur
chased. In other words, discounts would 
be eliminated. In addition, section 9 
of the bill would set a ceiling of 1 per
cent of the unpaid principal amount of 
the mortgage for commitment and pur-

chase fees. At present there is no limit 
to how high these charges can go. Under 
its current regulations FNMA charges a 
total of 1 % percent. Moreover, the bill 
would limit the amount collected in ad
vance to one-fourth of the total fees and 
charges in place of the current regula
tory assessment of one-half of the total. 
This would be of considerable benefit to 
those builders who for one reason or an
other are unable to complete their proj
ects and deliver the mortgages. Let me 
state again that these requirements on 
purchase price and limitation of fees and 
charges apply only to FNMA's special 
assistance operations which are designed 
to aid mortgages designated by the Presi
dent or by the . Congress as especially 
deserving of support. The provision for 
par purchase and the limit on fees will 
greatly reduce financing costs to the 
builder which means, Mr. Chairman, 
that the homebuyer will benefit by a 
lower price. 

FNMA's regular secondary market op
eration will still have to play an impor
tant part in stabilizing and supporting 
the home mortgage market. This was 
the obvious purpose of this function 
when it was established by the Housing 
Act of 1954. To make certain that this 
purpose is clear, section 4 of the bill 
states explicitly that FNMA in its sec
ondary market operations shall work 
toward the goal of aiding in the stabili
zation of the mortgage market. 

To help carry out this purpose, the 
. bill would reduce the stock purchase re
quirement for those using the secondary 
market operation to 1 percent for a pe
riod of 1 year. At present the law gives 
the agency discretion to set this require
ment anywhere between 1 and 2 percent. 
FNMA has elected to maintain it at the 
maximum rate. To my mind this is 
entirely wrong. In view of the extreme 
discounts already charged by FNMA, a 
2 percent stock purchase requirement 
can only be regarded as a measure de
signed to discourage the use of FNMA. 
In my State of Georgia, FNMA charges 
a discount of 5% percent for GI loans 
and in many other States the discounts 
are even greater. 

As a general rule VA appraisals assume 
a 10-percent profit margin for the build
ers so here we have FNMA saying to the 
builder, "Give us more than one-half of 
your normal profit and we will do busi
ness with you." On top of this discount 
FNMA requires the sell~r to buy capital 
stock equal to 2 percent of the amount 
of mortgages sold. We all know that 
few builders want to hold the stock or 
can afford to hold it. Normally the 
builder quickly sells it and when he does 
he finds that it is worth only about 50 
cents on the dollar. As far as the 
builder is concerned this 50-percent loss 
on FNMA stock is just an additional cost 
of doing business with the Agency. In 
fact there is a bill in conference right 
now which would recognize this fact for 
tax purposes. 

A provision of the bill which has wide
spread industry support is section 5 
which directs F'NMA to purchase any 
FHA or VA loan which is in good stand
ing. This would end the Agency's prac
tice of "second guessing" the FHA and 
VA on mortgages offered to it for sale. 

If there is anything wrong with these 
mortgages that is the responsibility of 
the Agency which is insuring or guaran
teeing FNMA against loss on the loan. 

Mr. Chairman, I am proud of my 
record of steady support for the Federal 
National Mortgage Association. This 
Agency has proved its value in the years 
since it was created in 1938. Altogether 
FNMA has purchased FHA and VA loans 
amounting to $9.2 billion; after deduct
ing sales and repayments its present 
holdings amount to $5.5 billion. In the 
colossal terms of mortgage lending these 
amounts are not particularly large. Its 
present holdings account for less than 5 
percent of total home mortgage debt. 
However, FNMA's activities have played 
a l{ey role over the years. 

This is particularly true in the case of 
the GI home loan program. FNMA has 
been a vital factor in helping our vet
erans to receive the benefits provided by 
the Congress. For example, fully three
fourths of the mortgages purchased un
der the special assistance program pro
vided by the Emergency Housing Act of 
1958 were GI loans. This same assist
ance is needed today since tight money 
is effectively killing the GI program. 

This bill would remedy that un
fortunate situation and it would do it 
without one cent of cost to the Govern
ment. Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge all 
of my colleagues to cast their votes to
day in favor of reviving the GI program 
and the entire homebuilding industry. 
At the same time they will be voting in 
favor of spreading the benefits of home
ownership and of giving the economy 
the boost which this bill would provide. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. BETTS]. 

Mr. BETTS. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to call attention to another angle of 
this subject which has not been touched 
upon as yet and also call attention to 
what was said by the National Associa
tion of Home Builders. 

The National Association of Home 
Builders, which is a 43,000 ... member trade 
organization in the homebuilding field, 
does not endorse the billion dollar spend
ing proposal in this bill. The testimony 
shows the association would support the 
bill only as a third choice alternative, if 
the funds were obtained through appro
priations rather than back-door borrow
ing from the Treasury and if the manda
tory par purchase requirement was 
eliminated. Those are two most im
portant "ifs." But there is another bill 
which the association does endorse and 
which it is actively supporting because 
it believes the legislation is of vital im
portance to the homebuilding industry. 
That bill is H.R. 10590 which the Ways 
and Means Committee has reported and 
which would give the Treasury elbow 
room in financing long-term debt outside 
the 4%-percent interest rate ceiling. 
Here is what that great organization 
said to its members in its Washington 
letter of April 1, 1960: 
FOUR AND ONE-FOURTH PERCENT INTEREST ON 

LONG-TERM BONDS FAILS To ATTRACT 

Failure of investors to respond with 
enthusiasm to a Treasury offering of 25-year 
bonds at 4%, percent has underscored the 
need for congressional approval of H.R. 
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10590, the subject of President Martin Bart
ling's special Washington letter of March 11. 

The Treasury had hoped to sell a minimum 
of $500 million worth of the bonds, and 
was prepared to handle sales of up to $1.5 
billion. Investors bought only $370 million. 

Treasury officials, headed by Secretary 
Robert B. Anderson, viewed the poor re
sponse as additional evidence that the 4%,
percent ceiling on Government bonds ma
turing after 5 years must either be removed 
or modified. NAHB's leadership strongly 
concurs in this viewpoint. 

"It is perfectly obvious that even in a pe
riod when money has eased that the 4%,
percent rate is not attractive to long-term 
investors," Bartling said. "This test con
stitutes a fair warning that unless the ceil
ing is modified the Treasury will have no 
alternative other than to drain funds out 
of the short-term market to handle its re
financing of the public debt. This will hit 
homebuilding-and hit it hard." 

Prior to the long-term bond test, the eas
ing of money during the first quarter had 
established a psychological climate which 
had noticeably dimmed the prospects for 
any favorable action on H.R. 10590. What 
was being overlooked-or ignored--is the 
fundamental soundness of the proposition 
that the Treasury must have a greater de
gree of fiexibility in the management of the 
public debt which now stands at $287 billion. 
Debt management is not simply a Treasury 
problem; it is a national problem. 

TREASURY WOULD BE GIVEN ELBOW ROOM 

H.R. 10590 would permit the Treasury in 
any fiscal year to issue new bonds up to a 
total of 2 percent of the public debt at in
terest rates in excess of the 4%,-percent ceil
ing. It also would permit some advance re
funding. These provisions would give the 
Treasury badly needed elbow room in han
dling the debt. They would act to spread 
the debt out more evenly over a longer span. 
Now the Treasury is forced to concentrate 
virtually all of its financing activities in 
the short-term market. The Government's 
present position might be compared to the 
plight of a modest-income home buyer who 
had to buy a home over a 20-year period, but 
was required to refinance his mortgage ev
ery 90 days. 

There is no assurance-in fact, the evi
dence is to the contrary-that the softenibg 
of the money markets will continue through
out the year. Moreover, under anticipated 
future conditions, there is no assurance 
that the Treasury will not again attempt 
another short-term issue similar to the 
Magic 5's, which hit savings institutions so 
hard last year. 

If the Treasury is not permitted to do 
some substantial refinancing in the long
term sector of the market, the situation is 
bound to worsen. During the 1960's, $80 
billion of securities will come due. The real 
test will come in the last 6 months of the 
year, including a peak on August 15, when 
a $9.6 billion issue comes due, and again on 
November 15, when $10.8 billion in bonds 
and certificates come due. These peaks will 
hit at times when the needs of business for 
funds will be at high levels. 

Unless Congress approves H.R. 10590-and 
your continued support for this measure is 
urgently required-there may be trouble in 
the fall. 

As to the present state of the money mar
ket, NAHB has received scattered reports of 
slight easing in the availability of mortgage 
funds, although it is still impossible to ob
tain an accurate measurement. Advance 
commitments are probably loosening, and 
the problem of qualifying buyers is some
what less acute in many areas. 

Mr. CLEM Mn..LER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BETTS. I yield. 

Mr. CLEM MILLER. Am I to under
stand then that absent action on the 
legislation to which the gentleman has 
just been referring, NAHB would sup
port the Emergency Home Ownership 
Act; is that correct? 

Mr. BETTS. I am not saying that. 
Mr. CLEM MILLER. I thought the 

gentleman just said that the National 
Association of Home Builders said that 
as a third alternative it would adopt this 
bill; and it seems to me we are at that 
third point. 

Mr. BETTS. But we still have the 
back-door Treasury approach which 
they object to. 

Mr. CLEM MILLER. Will the gentle
man say unequivocally that the home
builders are opposed to this bill as it 
stands? 

Mr. BETTS. I am only saying that 
they are an organization which I think 
have an important part in homebuild
ing. I am quoting from a letter which 
I think is pertinent and which I think 
they deserve to have put in the REcoRD. 

Mr. CLEM MILLER. But according 
to the proceedings of their convention 
they definitely went on record in favor 
of this bill; is that not correct? 

Mr. BETTS. I am saying only what 
the letter says, and I think they are en
titled to have it in the RECORD. 

Mr. CLEM MILLER. I thank the 
gentleman. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BETTS. I yield. 
Mr. McDONOUGH. I think the point 

that the gentleman from Ohio made in 
the letter was that some builders would 
support the present bill providing it did 
not provide for par purchase of FNMA; 
in other words, $1 billion for additional 
purchase of mortgages but not at par. 
And also, the back-door approach, which 
would kill the present bill. 

Mr. BETTS. Mr. Chairman, I am in- · 
formed the other great trade associations 
interested in homebuilding-namely, the 
National Association of Real Estate 
Boards, the U.S. Savings & Loan 
League, the National Association of Mu
tual Savings Banks, the Mortgage Bank
ers Association of America, the American 
Bankers Association, and the National 
Retail Lumber Dealers Association
unanimously oppose this so-called emer
gency housing bill but unanimously sup
port giving the Treasury relief from the 
4%-percent straitjacket ceiling on long
term financing. If the Congress really 
wants to do something to help the hous
ing industry it seems to me we are work
ing on the wrong bill. The Congress 
should vote down this so-called emer
gency housing bill which the housing in
dustry does not want and in its place 
get busy and pass the interest rate ceil
ing bill which the housing industry does 
want to prevent the drain of mortgage 
funds from savings institutions. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman !'rom 
New York [Mr. FINo]. 

Mr. FINO. Mr. Chairman, while some 
of the perennial enemies of Government 
housing programs would want us to be
lieve otherwise, we have yet to win the 
battle to provide American families with 

decent, safe, sanitary housing. In
stead, the need for a continuous flow of 
funds into the home mortgage market 
remains at the top of the list of stabili
zation measures. · For this reason, we 
must continue to supplement and sup
port the private capital markets which 
have been assisting the building indus
try. The Emergency Home Ownership 
Act of 1960 has as its primary objective 
the encouragement of mortgage lending. 
It, therefore, becomes imperative that 
we, in Congress, strive for the successful 
passage of this important housing legis
lation. 

MY home city of New York has been 
among the cities which are in the fore
front of the fight to improve the living 
conditions of urban families. In spite 
of all the State, Federal, and municipal 
housing programs and the sometimes 
heroic efforts of the homebuilding in
dustry-more than 200,000 substandard 
housing units still remain in the city's 
housing inventory; and another 100,000 
dwelling units are grossly overcrowded. 
Only through a miracle of miracles 
could the children living in such an en
vironment emerge as mentally adjusted, 
physically sound individuals. 

I would like to bring to the attention 
of the Members of this House an article 
that appeared in the New York World 
Telegram under date of April 21, 1960. 
It was in connection with a dinner held 
in New York. The caption· of the article 
is "Loan Outlook Still Bad, MBA Group 
Hears." MBA stands for Mortgage 
Bankers Association of New York. It 
says: 

Homebuilding in the metropolitan area 
and throughout the State has declined 
sharply because of the inability of builders 
to obtain mortgage financing 1n the present 
tight money market, members of the Mort
gage Bankers Association of New York were 
told at their April dinner meeting in the 
Hotel Biltmore last night. "Despite the 
headlines that loan funds are easing, the 
outlook is not good and is not likely to get 
better," asserts Alexander Paulsen, board 
chairman of the Long Island Home Builders 
Institute and vice president, General Build
ers Corp. "Builders today can't get commit
ments for building loans and permanent 
mortgages in the volume and at terms we 
and our home buyers need." 

Jack Friedland, Staten Island builder and 
president of the New York State Home 
Builders Association, noted that the mort
gage crisis extends throughout most areas of 
New York State. Mr. Friedland said that just 
within 2 weeks the State Savings Banks As
sociation had tried to remedy the situation by 
having local savings banks send $1 million 
into Westchester and another $1 million to 
Buffalo to cover needed home mortgages. 

The .New York City housing situation 
is but a miniature of the state of the 
national housing panorama. The 1956 
national housing inventory revealed that 
there are almost 4 million dwelling units 
in this country which are seriously defi
cient in some respects; another 2.8 mil
lion do not have rwming water and 4. 7 
million lack private plumbing facilities. 
That such misery and filth should exist 
in this most economically and socially 
progressive Nation of the world is be
yond comprehension. It is conclusive 
proof that the battle for improved hous
ing is really just beginning, for not only 
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must we increase the amount of housing 
under the pressure of population growth 
and mobility but we must also strive to 
upgrade the condition of the existing 
supply of housing. 

A profitable, progressive business en
terprise constantly seeks to protect its 

· investment-this is the key to its re
maining "profitable" and "progressive." 
Numbered among this country's assets 
are more than $250 billion in nonfarm 
residential wealth. This is for structures 
only; the value of land is not included in 
this sum. The physical plant which 
comprises our residential structures is an 
investment which warrants a high level 
of protection, through rehabilitation and 
the replacement of obsolescent struc
tures; by stepping up the capacity of the 
housing machinery to provide for in
creased needs, and by furnishing the nec
essary tools for proper maintenance. 
This is as vital to the Nation's economic 
growth and stability as the proper main
tenance of the capital equipment of a 
business enterprise. 

The accumulation of residential wealth 
of such magnitude could not have been 
achieved by private industry alone. The 
National Housing Act of 1934 under
girded the home mortgage market by 
developing a standard mortgage instru
ment, promoting uniformity in mortgage 
transactions and encouraging home own
ership through measures designed to im
part a degree of liquidity to mortgage 
market funds. The contributions of the 
agencies operating under this historic 
legislation are legion. I do not have to 
reiterate them here. The programs ad
ministered by these agencies continue 
to be important to the limited-income 
home buyer, to the lending institutions 
and the homebuilding industry. 

The housing bill now pending before 
us will help to ease the flow of mortgage 
funds, thereby preventing a sharper de
cline in homebuilding activity and ac
commodating those families who wish to 
exercise the right to reside in a home of 
their own. It will not increase the tax
payer's bill. Nor does it provide for any 
further encroachment by the Govern
ment into what is essentially the respon
sibility of private enterprise. Instead, it 
will assist the homebuilders of America 
to continue to provide improved housing. 

In the late 1940's when Senators Taft, 
Wagner, and Ellender fought so dili
gently and unselfishly to provide a legis
lative vehicle for housing and community 
improvement, the need was great, and it 
was urgent. In the decade just passed, 
..n spite of the efforts of the Congress, 
civic leaders, Government offl.cials, the 
construction industry and lending 
sources, we have succeeded in the elim
ination of only one-fourth of the dilapi
dated housing which existed in 1950. 
While housing starts have averaged in 
excess of 1.2 million units annually, it 
has been estimated that at this level of 
new construction we will not be able to 
eliminate our backlog of substandard 
housing by 1970-ten years hence. 
Therefore, today-1960-the need for 
housi11-g programs continues to be urgent. 

In the face of a generally high stand
ard ·of living and a national product 

which increases with each passing year, 
we cannot afford to neglect so important 
an asset as our residential structures and 
their environment. The billion dollar 
fund to purchase FHA and GI home 
mortgages envisioned by this emergency 
measure would be a worthwhile invest
ment in the future. The economic and 
social returns from such an investment 
will more than repay the advance of this 
sum. I urge the Members of this House 
to support this important bill which will 
benefit so many of our citizens by not 
only increasing job opportunities but 
creating decent and suitable living con
ditions for our American families. 

Mr. SANTANGELO. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FINO. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. SANTANGELO. The gentleman 
from New Jersey stated in his remarks 
regarding this bill that no one from the 
city of New York would be aided by the 
provisions ·of the bill. Can the gentle
man state from his experience on this 
committee, as well as from his expe
rience living in the city of New York, as 
I do, that the people who are trying to 
build in the so-called suburban areas of 
New York City, such as Queens, the 
Bronx, and Staten Island, and those 
who are going into Westchester County 
and New Jersey because of lack of de
cent housing in New York City, find they 
cannot buy a home because the money is 
not available in a mortgage market, and 
that the builders are having difficulty 
building because they cannot get mort
gages for the homes for these people 
from New York City? 

Mr. FINO. The gentleman has stated 
the facts correctly. 

Mr. SANTANGELO. So that when 
the gentleman stated this would not help 
the citizens of New York City he was 
in error? 

Mr. FINO. Yes; the gentleman from 
New Jersey is not entirely correct in his 
remarks. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FINO. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Does the gentle
man believe the land can be purchased 
and a home built thereon for $13,500 in 
his area? 

Mr. FINO. We are not talking about 
a $13,500 home. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. You are talking 
about New York City. 

Mr. FINO. The gentleman asked me 
a question. Allow me to answer it . 
When we are talking about $13,500 and 
$14,500 we are talking about mortgage 
money and not the entire price of a 
loan. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. That is right. 
Mr. FINO. We can build homes in 

New York City for $16,000 and $17,000. 
Mr. McDONOUGH. Then the down 

payment would have to be the difference 
between the cost of the house and $14,500 
in the high cost area. 

Mr. FINO. Exactly. 
Mr. McDONOUGH. So when some

one buys that high-cost house for $17,000 
you are not catering to the low wage 
earner. The purchaser has to make a 

$3,000 downpayment on a $17,000 house 
in order for the builder to have the ad
vantage of selling the mortgage to Fan
nie Mae. How do you reconcile that? 

Mr. FINO. If we have this legislation 
on our statute books, the benefits from it 
would flow into the tight money market 
and help ease the present situation by 
making more mortgage funds available. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. · That is an as
sumption. That is all a presumption. 

Mr. FINO. Additional funds would be 
available and there would be enough 
funds for those purposes which you have 
mentioned. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yie1<1? 

Mr. FINO. I yield. 
Mr. McDONOUGH. In the last bil

lion dollar Fannie Mae special assistance 
fund that was voted in 1958, the 
entire State of New York got 104 houses 
and most of them were in low-cost areas 
and not out on Long Island or other 
higher priced areas. · 

Mr. FINO. I appreciate the gentle
man's concern for New York State, but 
our concern and interest should also be 
national. 

The CHAmMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as she may re
quire to the gentlewoman from Michi
gan [MrS. GRIFFITHS]. 

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to point out that as a member 
of the Housing Subcommittee of the 
Committee on Banking and Currency, I 
am more than for this bill. The State of 
Michigan has been the third fastest 
growing State in the past decade. De
troit has had the most rapid industrial 
expansion of any city in America during 
the past 6 months. Yet, the Detroit 
metropolitan area exceeds the national 
average in dropo1fs in housing starts. 
It" is not necessary to point out that 
America can afford housing. 

Secondly, I think it is a good thing to 
point out that those people who are suf
fering in the building trades and in the 
building industry from lack of housing 
starts are facing a far greater problem 
than those people who share in a gen
eral depression. People who are out of 
work during the time of high employ
ment and rising prices in areas face un
usual diffl.culties. America can afford 
this bill. 

I might point out further that while 
this may affect the budget of the United 
States, there is no debt service charge 
to be carried in this bill. 

I urge that all members of the Com
mittee support the bill and that it be 
passed and made the law of this Nation. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. HOFFMAN]. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, it is unpleasant to be forced 
to disagree with my delightful colleague 
from Detroit [Mrs. GRIFFITHS], who just 
addressed us, and for whose views I have 
the utmost respect, but it is also very dif
ficult, in fact, impossible, to understand 
the need for this bill. Yesterday and to
day the majority leader Mr. McCoRMACK 
made his usual speech, the one that he 
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makes when legislation of this kind 
comes up. I gathered the impression 
that Republicans are all living in the 
dark ages. That is the way they prefer 
to live. They are all back numbers. 
They do not know what is going on in 
the world. He seems to follow the Hop
kins theory. Tax and spend and so win 
the votes of the thoughtless-the sup
port of those who would redivide the 
wealth of our people-take from those 
who have worked and earned and saved 
and give to those who have spent as they 
lived-saved not at all for the day to 
come. 

I would like to have you read this lit
tle letter from a young man who writes 
he does know what is going on. He 
writes: 

APRIL 28, 1960. 
My letter concerns itself in its entirety 

with the controversial H.R. 4700 or the For
and b11l. As you must have already realized 
the new generation which will within a 
short time, control tomorrow's Government 
is better informed, better educated than 
ever before. There 1s relatively little llap
pening 1n our Government today of which 
the people of today are unaware when <:om
pared with a. decade or two ago. South Korea. 
is a good example of the awakening of a 
sleeping giant, publlc opinion. 

The Forand bUI is one of the so-called hur
dles which demonstrate to the public where 
their Representatives actually stand. OUr 
Government 1s of the people, by the people, 
and for the people, and is existent therefore 
to serve the people. It shoUld, therefore, be 
your duty to aid with the passing of the 
Forand bill and challenge the opposing self
ish, well-financed minority blocking the bill 
due to con1Ucting interests. I would very 
much like to hear of your support and aid 
with a. discharge petition to get H.R. 4700 
out of the Ways and Means Committee. 
When it 1s time to go to the polls I shall vote 
for a candidate which supports the average 
individual and sincerely hope that you shall 
be one of those I shall have in mind. 

I know of no more delightful proce
dure than that of being generous and 
helpful, especially if you are giving 
away someone else's money. How eager 
we are to help the other fellow around 
election tune with the tax dollars of the 
other man's earnings. 

That is what most of the measures 
supported by our Democrat colleagues 
favor-again Harry Hopkins-tax
spend brings the votes. 

We are told-at least that is the im
pression I get-that the home folks do 
not have any money to buy homes, 
homes cost too much. Why-because of 
the giveaway policy of the majority 
party. I just read that the electricians 
are getting $6 an hour. That, and the 
ever-rising cost, may have something to 
do with the inability to buy a home. 

Then, as you listen to that sort of an 
argument and as our office found in 
the last week it is impossible to get a 
hotel reservation here in Washington for 
a constituent, you wonder just where 
this scarcity of money exists. People 
have money to come to Washington. 
Today's paper says 400,000 are here. 
Did not the press tell us a week ago 
Sunday that 8,000-plus people were 
waiting in line to go through the . White 
House? It costs money to come to 
Washington. It costs dollars to visit 
here. In truth and in fact it is not a 

scarcity of money at all which prevents 
the purchase of a home. It is the high 
cast-in turn the result-of the so
called liberal policy of buying when pay
ment is not possible. It is the inclina
tion of the people to buy something they 
want instead of something they need. 
Read the press. Look around Detroit. 
Look on the streets and the highways. 
There is money to buy autos. Talk about 
unemployment. They are making more 
cars in Detroit than ever before. There 
are so many almost everyWhere that 
there is no place to put them; scarcely 
room on the highways to drive them .in 
safety. 

It is not a scarcity of money that 
creates an emergency if there be one. 
It is the cost of building. Why are 
homes so high? Because all during the 
last few years the cost of building has 
been going UP and up. They have 
pushed the cost of a home beyond the 
reach of the average man. Oh, yes, say 
the liberals-wages must go higher
and they do, but unfortunately the 
higher wage buys no more; sometimes 
less. In times gone by one was able 
to buy 40 acres of land for what an 
automobile costs now. You could make 
a living on that land. No longer is that 
true. 

In my opinion, it is not a matter of a 
lack of money. It is a lack of judg
ment in spending. It is the direct result 
of the so-called liberal policy of those 
who tax one to give to another. If 
money is needed for homes it is the 
determination to have our own way, buy 
beyond our means and pile up the 
national debt; leave the bill, the cost 
both private and public, to some future 
generation to liquidate. A selfish un
fair policy-but one which gets votes. 
If that is not selfish I do not know what 
selfishness is. We cannot go on end
lessly increasing wages. Adding to the 
cost of everything. Being able to buy 
no more with the higher wage. Think 
of the case of the old person who has a 
home, a good home, but is physically 
handicapped and has to have someone 
about 30 .hours a week. Do you know 
what it costs? Fifty dollars for less 
than 30 hours work. Where is the older 
person, unable to work, to get the 
money? Savings exhausted, earning 
capacity exhausted. 

What we need is a little wise planning. 
What we need is what the late Senator 
Wadsworth, who served here for so long 
in this House after serving in the Sen
ate, you remember. what Senator Wads
worth said: A little work, a little thrift, 
and a little thought for the future. 
Sound doctrine then, sound today. 

Where is this going to end? With a 
real depression and then a sad and cruel 
retrenchment. My correspondent re
ferred to the Forand bill. That means 
more billions, how much no one knows, 
if we keep on, how much and from what 
source will it all come? 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. CLEM MILLER]. 

Mr. CLEM: MILLER. Mr. Chairman, 
there have been remarks on ·the floor 
about the National Association of Home 
Builders supporting this bill only as a 

third alternative. Presuming that to be 
the case, it seems to me we ·have reached 
the third alternative. But let the record 
show that the. National Association of 
Home Builders went on record at their 
convention in favor of this legislation. 
The board of directors subsequently ap
parently reversed the position of the con
vention. They speak of "back-door 
spending." Homebuilders should know 
you need a back door as much or more 
than a front door. This is a method
ology of Congress, and what are the 
homebuilders doing in this dispute at 
all? I think it is about time the National 
Association put its money on the line and 
decided who its friends were. 

The gentleman from California ·[Mr. 
McDoNOUGH] has said this afternoon 
that this bill will benefit builders. I hope 
the National Association will pay careful 
attention to this because he is opposed to 
the· bill. He said that the people who are 
not going to benefit are the consumers. 
We will see about that in a moment. 

What are the facts? It seems to me 
that when we get down to the question of 
need or no need we should go to the rec
ord, to the hearings, and not charge 
politics. I do not know what is being 
said elsewhere, but I do know the wit
nesses from California who came before 
our committee said there was need. I 
am not weeping any crocodile tears for 
California, but we do give up large 
amounts of money. That money flows 
into the eastern money market in sav
ings and insurance, and only a trickle 
comes back. The fact is that in Califor
nia we need money for housing, and we 
need an easing of the money market. 
I do not see how any colleague from Cali
fornia, regardless of what has been said 
here, can stand on the floor of this House 
and oppose the need for help in housing. 
There is ample evidence in this record 
that I am holding here. 

The gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
WmNALLJ was present at the time the 
witnesses from California appeared, the 
gentlewoman from Michigan [Mrs. 
GRIFFITHS] was there at the time. There 
is ample testimony in this record, and it 
is a most convincing case beginning at 
page 206 of the hearings. Let me quote 
just a typical example: 

Here is what Dan Schwartz has to 
say: 

Now, coming to another situation which 
is becoming more and more prevalent in 
the State, the last figures showing that 80 
percent of the homes produced in southern 
California. were conventional with second 
mortgages, and 60 percent of the homes in 
our area were produced with conventional, 
with second mortgages. 

In this situation we have a 7.2-percent 
first mortgage for a term of 25 years, on 
top of that being an a-percent second mort
gage with a 7-year due date, which is the 
average situation, with payments at 1 per
cent per month. 

Again the discount for this type of mort
gage is 6 percent, or $762. However, the 
monthly payments are $158. The $158 
comprises the approximately $90 on the first 
mortgage, 1 percent of the $3,300 second 
mortgage, or $33, plus an average of $85 for 
taxes and insurances, and, of course, the big 
danger here is that come the end of the 
7 years lightning strikes. 

Mr. MILLER. Would you amplify on that? 
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Mr. ScHWARTZ. At the end of 7 years the 

buyer is going to have to face a fantastic 
problem. His 1 percent a month didn't 
begin to pay off the $3,300 second mortgage 
over the 7-year period, so as of the end of 
the seventh year he finds he has to make a 
payment of $1,750 on the house that he got 
into with no downpayment, and this, gen
tlemen, we feel is a growing and very serious 
situation, and why has this come about? 

It has come about because builders such 
as myself and others up and down the State 
have been unable to finance GI and FHA, 
the money not being available. We have 
had to resort to a conventional program, 
doing a tremendous injustice to the people 
of the State of California, knowing that at 
the end of this seventh year there is going 
to be a big problem. 

Where was the opposition to this tes
timony? There was not any. Where 
was the challenge to this fine testimony 
from Dan Schwartz and the other Cali
forians? It seems to me that if we are 
going to speak here in opposition to this 
bill from California, there should be 
some indication of it--the record. And 
there is none. 

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 10 minutes to the. gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. CURTIS]. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Chair
man, I usually do not vote against a rule. 
In fact, I have been trying to think when 
I last voted against a rule. However I 
did vote . against the rule on this bill, 
and I nught say that the attendance 
during debate on this issue has tended 
to conflrm my vote because there does 
not seem to be any interest in this bill. 

Mr. SANTANGELO. Mr. Chairman, I 
make the point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. 

Mr. SANTANGELO. Mr. Chairman, I 
withdraw the point of order. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Chairman, I make 
the point of order a quorum is not pres
ent. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. [After counting.] Severity-eight 
Members are present, not a quorum. 

The Clerk will call the roll. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

[Roll No. 57] 
Alexander Garmatz Morrison 
Anderson, Gary Nix 

Mont. Gavin O'Hara, Mich. 
Arends Granahan Pelly 
Bailey Grant Pilcher 
Baker Gray Pillion 
Barden Halleck Porter 
Barrett Hargis Powell 
Bentley Harmon Rabaut 
Bolling Holifield Riehlman 
Bonner Irwin Roberts 
Boykin Jackson Rogers, Tex. 
Buckley Jones, Ala. Rooney 
Burleson Kearns Saund 
Canfield Keogh Sheppard 
Celler Kilburn Short 
Chelf Kilday Smith, Kans. 
Chiperfleld Lafore Springer 
Clark McGinley Sullivan 
Cooley Mcintire Taylor 
Dawson McMillan Teague, Tex. 
Delaney McSween Thompson, La. 
Devine Magnuson Walter 
Dooley Martin Whitten 
Dowdy Moeller Withrow 
Durham Montoya Wright 
Fallon Morgan Young 
Frazier Morris, N. Mex. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 

Mr. FoRAND, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
H.R. 10213, and finding itself without a 
quorum, he had directed the roll to be 
called, when 348 Members responded to 
their names, a quorum, and he submitted 
herewith the names of the absentees to 
be spread upon the Journal. 

The Committee resumed its sitting. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Missouri [Mr. CURTIS] is recog
nized. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missow·i. Mr. Chair
man, at the time of the quorum call I 
was commenting on the rule and the 
reason I felt the rule should have been 
voted down. 

I want to refer to the fact that this 
is entitled "Emergency Home Owner
ship Act" and is predicated upon the 
assumption that there is an emergency. 
I think it is also pertinent to point out, 
in the light of the way the debate was 
going, with the emphasis on need for this 
housing, the fact that in the preamble 
to the bill there is no mention at all of 
need for housing. As a matter of fact, 
there is a very interesting economic 
theory embodied in the preamble of this 
bill. It is a new theory that has just 
been advanced, primarily in the past 
year or two, by Mr. Keyserling and Mr. 
Galbraith and some of the economists of 
the Americans for Democratic Action. 
The theory is that we have to have Fed
eral spending if we are going to main
tain a prosperous economy. Inciden
tally, it is an economic theory that I am 
completely opposed to. I think it is er
roneous. I would say it is directly con
trary to the concept of the private enter
prise system, but it is a subject worthy 
of debate. 

But read the preamble along with me. 
What is this housing bill supposed to do? 
First, to halt a serious slump in residen
tial construction. That says nothing 
about the need of homes, the need for 
cheap and adequate housing for our 
people. It refers to ·the economic wel
fare of a segment of our economy, the 
homebuilders. That has been the argu
ment, that we need to do something 
about this particular industry. 

Second, to increase both onsite and 
offsite job opportunities. This has to 
do with employment. 

Third, to help achieve an expanding 
full employment economy. 

That is practically Mr. Keyserling's 
theory. You have to spend Federal 
money whether in the housing field or 
whatever field. The whole theory is 
that this economy cannot maintain 
maximum employment, maintain price 
stability and have economic growth un
less we are spending Federal money at 
a certain level, regardless of need. So 
need, indeed, has very little to do with 
this bill. 

Now we come to the fourth reason in 
the preamble of the bill. At last we get 
around to human beings: To broaden 
home ownership opportunities to the 
American people; and, of course, I ques
tion whether it will do any of these 
things, particularly the last. But now 
to get around to the bill. 

One of the interesting developments 
here has been the arguments of the pro
ponents of this legislation that the dif
ficulty in the housing industry results 
from high interest rates. I wonder how 
many Members of the House paid atten
tion to the Joint Economic Committee 
hearings and the papers and discussions 
of the various economists in this coun
try on the subject of the interest rate 
ceiling, the ceiling of 4% percent, on 
long-term bonds, and the arguments of 
people like myself who took the floor and 
warned this House as economists have 
been warning the country of the damage 
that was going to result from not taking 
that ceiling off? We were and are not 
saving anything on the interest rates by 
leaving the ceiling on, because there is 
no ceiling on short-term Government 
financing, but we have been imposing 
the ceiling on long-term financing. 
That has forced the Federal Govern
ment to do its refinancing and new 
financing in the short-term money field· 
and as we tried to point out, one of th~ 
great industries that provides short
term money financing is the savings and 
loan institutions. When the Treasury 
Department issued the "fabulous fives'' 
it took considerable sums directly into 
Government securities away from these 
institutions to which people building 
homes would go for their borrowing. 
The very warning that those who blindly 
hampered sound debt management were 
given is now coming true. People are 
paying high interest rates. 

What has created this particular situ
ation? Because it is not just homeown
ers I might state who are damaged by 
this forcing the Federal Government into 
the short-term investment field all of 
our consumers who want to buy washing 
machines and durable consumer goods 
must go into the short-term field where 
the Gove1nment has already been forced 
to move. 

There is only one way to solve this 
high interest rate and this shortage of 
investment money. There are two ways, 
really. One is to decrease the demand, 
which I do not think we want to do. 
If the demand is from our private sector 
we do not want to decrease the demand 
of people for homes and for the good 
things of life. But one thing we can 
do to decrease the demand I might say 
is to decrease the demand of the Federal 
Government for this money by reducing, 
certainly not increasing, the Federal 
debt. 

The other way in which we could solve 
the short-term problem, the other area 
in which we could do something about 
this tight money, of course, is increased 
personal savings, and I am very hopeful 
that in the long run that is exactly what 
will solve this problem. 

Tight money is not created by Gov
ernment action; Government inaction, 
Government mishandling of fiscal and 
monetary affairs, of course, can con
tribute to the problem; but, clearly, tight 
money is related to the demand for 
money in relation to the supply of money. 

Those who want to hearken back to 
the days of Mr. Truman will remember 
exactly what happened at that time. 
The Federal Reserve was pegging the 
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Government bond market. It was under 
Mr. Truman and his administration that 
the Federal Reserve-Treasury accord was 
reached. Pegging the bond market was 
the very process that brought about in
flation which cut the purchasing power 
of the dollar in half. The Assistant Sec
retary of the Treasury, Mr. William Mar
tin, who was under Mr. Truman, a Demo
crat, who is now incidentally head of the 
Federal Reserve Board, was the one who 
worked out this accord to eliminate this 
policy to peg the Government bond mar
ket by Federal Reserve purchases in or
der to control this inflation. · 

Now, we have heard all of this plea 
for the little man from those on the 
other side of the aisle speaking in be
half of this bill. Let me say that the 
thing which hurts the little · man the 
most is inflation because every dollar 
that the little man has goes for con
sumption and in:fiation hits every con
suming. dollar. The man who has a high
er income can divert some of his dollars 
into investments and thereby ride the 
impact of inflation. It is the little man, 
the man who has to use all of his dollars 
for consumption, who is hurt the most 
by in:fiation. And, Mr. Chairman, that 
is the reason we are not having the Fed
eral Reserve System peg the bond mar
ket, that is the reason it is better to have 
the economic laws of this country react 
so that we can -actually see what is the 
demand for investment dollars and what 
is the supply and relate the two together. 
If we have tight money, let us recognize 
it is due to the great demand for that 
money. ·This is somewhat encouraging, 
but we can never get · ahead of the 
amount of savings that our people are 
willing to accumulate in order to finance 
our future growth. It comes back funda
mentally to the savings of our people. 

My concluding remarks relate to the 
welfare of our economy. I was amazed 
to hear the chairman of the committee 
make remarks of gloom and doom in light 
of the record. 

The Joint Economic Committee held 
hearings during the month of January 
and February on the President's eco
nomic report and there was not an econ
omist who came before us who did not 
agree that the year 1'960 is going to be 
the most prosperous in our history. 
There was no estimate of $550 billion 
of gross national product, as I have heard 
some people say on the floor. The ad
ministration, I think, predicted $510 ,bil
lion, and the economists said they were 
being conservative, that it probably 
would go to $520 billion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Missouri has expired. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the gentleman 3 additional min
utes. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Chair
man, they said that the economy would 
run to around $510 billion. There is a 
good indication we will reach that figure. 
The best indicator, of course, we have 
of economic welfare is the gross national 
product. Everyone has the Economic In
dicators for April 1960, and if they will 

tw·n to page 2 they will see that for the 
first quarter of 1960 our gross national 
product is at the rate of $498 billion. 
That relates to the $479 billion of 1959, 
it relates to the $470 billion of the first 
quarter of 1959. Indeed, it shows exactly 
this prosperity for 1960 coming along. 
I notice a complete and apparently un
awareness of this most unusual weather 
we had in the month of March, which, 
of course, had a momentary impact on 
any economy. But we are coming out 
of that. 

Referring to other economic indicators 
that are also contained in the joint Eco
nomic Indicators, almost without excep
tion every economic indicator shows that 
this year, 1960, is going to be a prosper
ous year, that we have a fundamentally 
sound economy and a growing economy. 
So much for these prophets of doom and 
gloom wlio on the slightest :fluctuation 
in any economic indicator want to come 
down here and make wild statements. 
They may think it is good for political 
reasons, but I think it is rather foolish 
because if the prognostication does not 
turn out to be accurate, just look at 
where you are going to be. Every econ
omist I have heard and read about even 
in tecent weeks I may say reaffirms the 
fact that this year is going to be a pros
perous year. It is not going to be a great 
boom year, but very few of us indicated 
or said we were going to have a great 
boom year. We said it would be the most 
prosperous year in the history of the 
United States, as, indeed, it is, 

Mr. Chairman, how ridiculous it is to 
bring a so-called emergency bill on the 
:floor of the House under this kind of 
economic climate. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 10 minutes to the gentle
man from Texas [Mr. PA,tMAN]. 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, the 
distinguished gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. CuRTIS], who has just addressed 
the House has made some extremely in
teresting remarks concerning the cause 
of high interest and concerning the low 
interest policy of . the previous Demo
cratic administrations. I desire to ad
dress my remarks to these subjects, par
ticularly. 

Interest rates have gone so high un
der this administration, we are told, only 
because we are in a period of a most un
usual and perhaps an unprecedented 
demand for money. We are in a great 
business boom, or at least a promise of 
one, and there is tremen~ous demand 
for funds on all sides. 

I would invite the Members' attention 
to the situation which prevailed first, 
during World War II; and, second, in 
the post-World War II years. 

From the beginning of the war in Eu
rope on September 1, 1939, until at least 
1951, our Nation experienced a very try
ing time, to put it mildly. The stresses 
and crises the Nation met were enough 
to test the economy of any nation. 

During the World War II years we 
were spending a quarter of a billion dol
lars a day on the battlefield. We were 
shooting it away. The amount of mon
ey that had to be borrowed in that 

period w~ unprecedented in the history 
of our Nation, and the history of any 
nation. Not only did this unprecedent
ed demand for Government borrowing 
have to be met, but industry had to bor
row unprecedented sums to build the 
plants to produce the war goods-the 
ships, the airplanes, the munitions, the 
textiles-everything conceivable. 

Yet at no time in this period did the 
Federal Government pay a rate of more 
than 2¥2 percent on its long-term 
bonds; and never did the market yield 
on Government bonds rise above 2% 
percent. 

In the post-World War II years there 
was a tremendous demand for funds 
that well could have strained and bro
ken our monetary system. There was a 
great backlog of demand from the _pe
r iod when half of the Nation's produc
tion had gone into the war effort, and 
ordinary people all across the country 
had large amounts.of liquid assets with · 
which to buy the goods they wanted to 
buy and had postponed buying. Pro
duction capacity was inadequate in al
most all lines, and an unprecedented ex
pansion of business facilities had to be 
financed. 
. Yet through these postwar years, up 

until March 3, of 1951, the date of the 
so-called Federal Reserve-Treasury ac
cord, the price -of Government bonds 
never dropped below par. The market 
yield never went above 2·% percent, and 
at most times the market yield was 
substantially below 2% percent. 

Was the rate fixed? Yes; it was 
pegged. It was the duty of the Federal 
Reserve to peg them. It was then the 
duty of the Federal Reserve to help all 
the people and not just the bankers and 
the wealthy families. The Federal Re
serve was then doing its duty. Today it 
is not doing its duty. It is a Government 
agency serving the special interests of 
the few-not the welfare of the whole 
country. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PATMAN. Just a moment, please. 
Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. I just want 

to ask a question. Were there not price 
and wage controls about that time, and 
what about the situation when they were 
removed? · 

Mr. PATMAN. I hope the gentleman 
from California [Mr. McDoNoUGH] will 
give me 4 or 5 minutes to answer that· 
question. I have only a limited time. 

Yes; we had controls during the war 
years, but after the war there was a big 
clamor to get rid of these controls imme
diately, and practically all controls were 
removed in 1945, soon after the war was 
over. Except for rent controls in se
lected areas, almost no controls remained 
after 1946. 

From 1946 to 1951, the greatest poten
tial inflationary period in history, we 
kept our bonds above par and we kept 
the interest rate no . higher than 2% 
percent., So I submit, Mr. Chairman, 
that if during the most trying periods 
of our existence, during those 12 years, 
we could keep Government bonds above 
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par and the interest rate at 2% percent, 
we can do it any time. I say we can 
do it now if there is a . desire to do it, 
but the Federal Reserve does not desire 
to do it. It desires high interest, just 
as all officials in this administration 
desire high interest. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. What about 
the value of the dollar under those cir
cumstances? 

Mr . PATMAN. Of course, that varied, 
just as it does right now. It depends 
upon what you are buying with that 
dollar. If you are buying short-term 
credit, the dollar is worth only 7 cents 
today compared with that period. 

I will show in a moment that the price 
increases made after the controls were 
lifted were not the result of any mone
tary inflation in this period, any more 
so than the price increases that have 
been made under this administration 
have been caused by a monetary in
flation. 

Mr. Martin, whom the Republicans 
insist on calling a Democrat, was ap
pointed by a Republican President. 
Why? To carry out the Republican 
policy of high interest. He has carried 
out the Republican policy, as they 
wanted it carried out. He was first ap
pointed on a trial basis. They wanted 
to make sure how he would act before 
they gave him the regular place. But 
he has carried out their policies all right, 
so much so that he is now their hero. 

Now I would like to invite the Members' 
careful attention to the official record 
of the postwar period preceding the so
called accord of March 1951. 

I refer to it as the "so-called accord" 
because it was not an accord, or an agree
ment in any legal or proper sense of the 
term. 

Agencies of the Government cannot 
properly reach an accord on an interest
rate policy unless the President of the 
United States agrees to it, because the 
President has a duty, under the law, to 
approve each and every bond issue and 
the interest rate which the public is go
ing to pay on that bond issue. 

The President of the United States was 
not in accord with the so-called accord 
of 1951 which was arrived at between 
certain officials of the Treasury &..nd the 
Federal Reserve. On the contrary, the 
President of the United States on this 
occasion was the victim of a mutiny and 
a revolt--a kind of self-declared session 
of the Federal Reserve from the rest of 
the Government. 

Only shortly before this so-called ac
cord, the President had called the mem
bers of the Federal Open Market Com
mittee to the White House and asked 
them to hold the line at 2% percent on 
Government bonds, and they promised to 
do that. 

Let me point out for those who do not 
know, that the Federal Open Market 
Committee is the group within the Fed
eral Reserve System which determines 
interest rate policy for the United States. 
This committee is composed of the seven 
members of the Board of Governors, plus 
a selection of five of the Federal Reserve 
bank presidents, the latter individuals 
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being chosen for their office by repre
sentatives of the private banks. 

The members of the Federal Open 
Market Committee promised the Presi
dent of the United States they would 
hold the line at 2% percent on Govern
ment bonds, despite the fact that there 
was then a tremendous agitation among 
the bankers for higher interest rates, 
and news had leaked out that the leaders 
in the Federal Reserve wanted to raise 
interest rates. 

A point of fact , according to testimony 
later given by Mr. Allen Sproul who was 
at the time president of the New York 
Federal Reserve Bank and a member of 
the Federal Open Market Committee, the 
Open Market Committee had already 
made a decision in the previous August 
to go its own way and raise interest rates 
despite what the President wanted them 
to do. 

The cause of our troubles today is that 
the bankers have gotten control of the 
Federal Reserve System and are running 
it in the interest of the bankers, impos
ing higher and higher interest rates. 

Today our Government's bonds are 
selling in the market at 82 cents and 
83 cents on the dollar-an absolute dis
grace. 

Now what are the facts about the low 
interest policy in the preaccord period? 
During the past few years these facts 
have been more misrepresented than 
any facts I know of. And they have 
been misrepresented through all of the 
organs of propaganda. 

We have heard it said on all sides, 
"Yes; the Federal Reserve was able to 
keep interest rates by being committed 
to buy Government bonds in the open 
market whenever the price went below 
par, but to maintain the artificially low 
interest rates, the Federal Reserve had 
to buy up vast quantities of Government 
secmities, and this inflated the money 
supply and caused all our troubles." 

The main trouble with this claim is 
that it is exactly contrary to the facts. 

The facts are that the Federal Reserve 
did not buy huge quantities of Govern
ment securities in the postwar period, 
prior the accord, when it began to raise 
interest rates, but it actually made a 
huge net reduction of its holdings of 
Government securities. 

So, if the Federal Reserve increased 
the money supply too much in this 

.Period, it was not because it increased its 
holdings of Government securities-an 
event which would have given the banks 
more reserves and thus enabled them to 
make more loans and investments. 

But the further fact is that the Fed
eral Reserve did not permit an increase 
in the money supply, in any real sense, 
by any means whatever. In fact it re
strained the normal growth of the 
money supply and actually reduced the 
money supply relative to the amount of 
goods and services produced. 

For those members who have not seen 
the rebuttal to the claim that the Fed-

. eral Reserve had to go into the market 
and buy up vast quantities of Govern
ment securities in the postwar years to 
keep interest rates reasonable. I will in
sert in the RECORD the official :figures 
from the Federal Reserve report, show
ing the exact amount of its holdings of 
Government securities in these years. 

These :figures show that between the 
end of 1945 and the end of 1950-ju.st 2 
months before the accord of March 
1951-the Federal Reserve reduced its 
holdings of Government securities by a 
net of $3% billion. This was done not
withstanding the fact that there was a 
tremendous increase in the production of 
goods and services in these years and, 
consequently a real need for an increase 
in the money supply. By money sup
ply we mean, of course, both bank credit 
and currency in circulation outside of 
banks. 

The following table was taken from the 
annual report of the Board of Governors 
of the Federal Reserve System for 1959, 
page 119: 

Reserve bank credit outstanding 

U.S. Government securities 

End of year or month 
Held 
under 

Total Bought repur-
outright chase 

agree-

Dis
counts 
and ad
vances 

Float 
All 

Other Total 

_____ l _____ -'----l- ---l---- __ m_en_t _ ------___ ----

1945_--- -- ---------- : - - - ----- - - -- - - - - ---- 24, 262 24,262 249 578 2 25,091 
1946 ____ ----------------------- ------ -- -- 23,350 23,350 163 580 1 24,093 
1947------------- ---- ----------- -- --- -- --
1948_ ----- - -- - ------ - --------- -- - --------
1949_-- --- - ------------- -- - ------- - ------
1950_- ---- -- -------------- -·- - - ------- -- --

22, 559 22,559 85 535 1 23,181 
23,333 23,333 223 541 1 24, 097 
18,885 18,885 -------63- 78 534 2 19, 499 
20,778 20,725 67 1,368 3 22, 216 

195L -- ___ --- - - -- -- ------- - - ____ __ --- - --- 23,801 23, 605 196 19 1, 184 5 25,009 
1952_ -------- - ----------- - - - - - - - ----- ---- 24, 697 24,034 663 156 967 4 25, 825 

l 

Where, may we ask, were all the Gov
ernment securities which the Federal 
Reserve bought up in the postwar years 
in order to maintain what is called an 
artificially low-interest rate? If it 
bought up these securities we have heard 
so much about, it must have burned them 
or hidden them away in the back of the 
vault somewhere and neglected to include 
them in its official reports. 

' 

As I have already said, without respect 
to the means by which it may have done 
it, the Federal Reserve did not increase 
the money supply in any realistic mean
ing of the term in the first war years 
prior to the accord. Actually, it in
creased the money supply less relative to 
the growth in the economy than it has 
in the years since the so-called accord. 
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I will insert a table showing the offi.
cial figures on this point: 
Comparison of changes in the money supply 

and changes in real output, 1946-58 

Year 

1947-------------------------
1948 __ -----------------------1949 ________________________ _ 

195Q __ -----------------------
1946-SQ ______________ --

195L------------------------
1952-------------------------1953 ________________________ _ 
1954 ________________________ _ 

1950-54----------------
1955 ________________________ _ 

1956-------------------------
1957-------------------------
1958.------------------------

1954-58----------------

Percent 
increase in 
real GNP 

(1954 dollars) 

-0.1 
3.8 

-.1 
8. 7 

12.6 

7. 5 
3.4 
4.4 

-1.6 

14.1 

8, 2 
2.1 
1.8 

-2.3 

9.9 

Percent 
increase 

in money 
· supply 1 

3.5 
.5 

-1.0 
2. 5 

5.6 

5.1 
5.1 
2.4 
1.3 

14.7 

3. 5 
1.4 
.5 

1.0 

6.6 

NOTE.-Real GNP: The total gross national product 
(representing the total national output of goods and 
services) measured in current dollars has been converted 
to 1954 constant dollars. 

1 Money supply as measured by demand deposits 
adjusted and currency outside banks. Demand deposits 
are adjusted to exclude interbank deposits, U.S. Govern
ment deposits, and cash items in the process of collec
tion. Data for money supply are based on 13-month 
averages. 

Now I challenge any Member to obtain 
from Chairman MARTIN or Secretary 
Anderson any meaningful statement rel
ative to this factual record. The record 
does not agree with their propaganda, 
and they evade all questions that put 
their propaganda and the record side by 
side. I have tried it. Let me illustrate 
the results. 

Recently Secretary Anderson was testi
fying before the Joint Economic Com
mittee, and I gave him some questions 
in writing which compared some of the 
claims he has made on this subject with 
the actual record. Furthermore, I called 
his attention to a statement made in 
the Board of Governors' report for 1951 
which admitted that prior to the accord 
the market would take any amount of 
Government bonds at the 2%-percent 
rate then being offered. 

Comparing what it claimed to be the 
situation in the Government bond mar
ket immediately following the accord 
with that before the accord, the Board's 
report states: 

The new market situation contrasted 
sharply with the situation that had pre
valled throughout the postwar period, when 
any amount of bonds could be sold readily 
at relatively fixed prices. 

I cited this passage to Secretary An
derson and asked him this question: 

My question is, first, whether you agree 
that throughout the postwar period, up 
until the beginning of 1951, any amount 
of bonds could be sold readily at relatively 
fixed prices? 

Now please note his answer in which 
he manages to misunderstand the 
Board's statement. His answer begins: 

During much of the postwar period, up 
until the time of the Treasury-Federal Re
serve accord in March 1951, a large amount 
of Government bonds were sold readily by 
Investors to the Federal Reserve at relatively 

fixed prices. Since that time, however, the 
Federal Reserve authorities have properly 
pursued a flexible monetary policy-

And so on. So you see, he will not 
say whether or not he agrees with this 
very embarrassing statement about the 
preaccord period which the Board itself 
made in 1951. His answer twists the 
Board's plain statement into a state
ment, not that any amount of bonds 
could be sold to investors at 2% percent, 
but that investors readily sold the bonds 
to the Federal Reserve when the rate 
was only 2% percent. 

After that the Secretary's statement 
goes on to praise the Federal Reserve's 
present monetary policies which are, of 
course, in perfect accord with what this 
administration wants. 

My effort to have Chairman Martin 
retract the erroneous statements that 
have been made about the preaccord 
period have met with no greater suc
cess. When he was before the Joint 
Economic Committee in February of this 
year I called to his attention the con
trast between the facts and the state
ments being made to the contrary. 
Members may judge the results from a 
portion of the record of the hearings, 
which I will insert below: 

Representative PATMAN. We often read 
statements to the effect that: In the pre
accord period, in order to maintain yields 
on long-term Government bonds at no more 
than 2¥2 percent, the Fed was forced to buy 
large quantities of Government securities 
in order to maintain what is called an arti
fically low rate, caused inflation of the money 
supply. 

I will now read from the Board's annual 
report for 1958. * * * In other words, the 
Fed did not increase its holdings of Govern
ment securities in these postwar years up to 
2 months before the accord. Rather, it made 
a net reduction in its holdings of Govern
ment securities, the reduction amounting to 
approximately $3¥2 billion. Is that correct? 

Mr. MARTIN. Those figures are correct. But 
that must be related . to the Federal budget, 
of course, during the period. We have a 
debt today getting on to $300 billion, where
as then we had a lower debt. 

The figures must be related to the 
Federal budget? Why? The claim has 
been made that the Federal Reserve ac
quired vast quantities of Government se
curities in the preaccord period, in order 
to maintain what is conveniently called 
an artificially low level of interest rates. 
So the only question is whether this is a 
correct statement of fact or not, Mr. 
Martin prefers to talk about other mat
ters, but it is not a correct statement of 
fact, because the Federal Reserve did 
not acquire Government securities for 
any reason. It reduced its holdings of 
Government securities. 

All the Federal Reserve had to do to 
keep interest rates low was to let it be 
known that it stood ready to buy Gov
ernment securities if the market price 
fell below par. 

Interest rates are high today for one 
reason and one reason only. The reason 
is that the administration and the Fed
eral Reserve want them high, and I 
would remind the Members that when 
this· administration first ·started raising 
interest rates, its first action on taking 

office, its spokesman then made no bones 
about the fact that it wanted to raise 
interest rates and it intended to raise 
interest rates. 

On January 20, 1953, when President 
Eisenhower was taking the oath of of
fice, the Federal Reserve was at that mo~ 
ment raising the discount rate. 

A month later the administration put 
out its first bond issue. It issued a bond 
at a rate of 3.25 percent when the market 
rate on the longest Government bond 
then outstanding was three-quarters of 
a percent less. Secretary Humphrey 
made no pretenses that this was intended 
as anything other than a move to help 
raise interest rates. He put out a state
ment declaring that it had inherited from 
the previous administration ''arti
ficially low" interest rates and that it 
meant to raise them. · 

The administration has been raising 
interest rates ever since, and as a re
sult it has given away billions and bil
lions of dollars. Bank profits have 
been more than doubled, insurance 
company profits have been more than 
doubled, and personal income from in
terest has been more than doubled. 

Just think of it--personal income from 
interest is now $24 billion a year-more 
than twice the total farm income of the 
country. Yes, the bankers and the 1 
or 2 percent of the families who are 
very wealthy have profited handsomely 
from the administration's high interest 
policy. But all of this has come out of 
the pockets of the other 98 percent of 
the American families. This high in
terest policy is nothing more or less 
than a way of redistributing the income. 
It is taking purchasing power out of 
the pockets of 98 percent of the people 
to further enrich those who are rich 
already. 

The high interest policy has increased 
the interest cost for carrying the Fed
eral debt twice what it would have been 
if interest rates had been left at their 
1952 level. We are now paying more 
than $9 billion a year just in interest 
charges on the Federal debt--and what 
a giveaway this is. This $9 billion a 
year is as much as the total Federal 
budget in the New Deal years. And I 
can remember in those days when our 
Republican colleagues were constantly 
declaring that this amount of Federal 
spending was absolutely certain to bank
rupt the country. That was in the days 
when most of the spending was to pro
vide useful work for the unemployed to 
take families out of the breadlines and 
put the economy back · on its feet after 
the collapse which followed the previous 
experiment with the Republican high 
interest policy. 

It is more than a little strange to hear 
our Republican colleagues declare them
selves so much concerned over the tax
payers money when we are considering 
such things as a housing bill or a dis
. tressed areas bill. 

When we proposed spending a quarter 
of a billion dollars to help distressed 
areas help themselves, -we are charged 
with being big spenders and wasters. 
Yet we are asked to appropriate billions 
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of dollars to help foreign countries re
lieve their distressed areas, and we are 
told that is all very fine. At least five 
different agencies of the Government 
are in competition with one another to 
see which can make the softest loans or 
the easiest grants to foreign countries, 
but not one of them has one penny to 
help the distressed areas in America. 

We propose .a billion dollars to help 
American families obtain decent homes, 
help the homebuilding industry and help · 
put the unemployed back to work, and 
this is declared to be wasteful and un
necessary spending of the taxpayers' 
money. Yet the Federal Government is 
giving away many billions of dollars of 
the taxpayers' money because of the 
high interest policy and we hear from 
our Republican colleagues not one mur
mur of protest against this .waste. And 
the fact of the matter is the high interest 
policy is the very reason that millions of 
American families cannot buy decent 
homes without our help. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. CuRTIS]. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. Mr. Chair
man, after listening to my distinguished 
colleague from Texas, who serves on the 
Committee on Banking and CUrrency, 
which has jw·isdiction over the Federal 
Reserve System, may I say that if he 
feels as he does and as his speech indi
cates, why does not the Committee on 
Banking and Currency amend the Fed
eral Reserve System Act? You have the 
power to · do so, yet I notice you keep 
coming over to the Committee on Ways 
and Means trying to get us to mess into 
the affairs of the Federal Reserve Sys
tem. If this is so, why does not the 
majority in control of the gentleman's 
committee do something about it? I do 
not think the case is well made. I con
gratulate the . gentleman's colleagues on 
the Committee on Banking and Currency 
for not doing this. 

Mr. PATMAN. Does the gentleman 
congratulate us for not doing it? 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. That is 
correct. 

Mr. PATMAN. I take neither the 
responsibility nor the credit, because if 
it were within my power we would have 
hearings on these things and do some
thing about them; but it is not within 
my power to do it. 

Mr. CURTIS of Missouri. In other 
words, the gentleman has not been able 
to persuade his colleagues on his own 
side that his theory is correct? 

Mr. PATMAN. That is right. How
ever, the Ways and Means Committee 
has responsibility for acting, or not act
ing, on the President's request that the 
interest rate ceiling be repealed-not 
the Committee on Banking and CUr
rency. That is the reason that I have 
urged the Ways and Means Committee 
to look carefully into the situation . it is 
faced with before it takes any such action 
to allow and encourage the administra
tion and the Federal Reserve to raise 
interest rates still higher. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 15 minutes to the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. AsHLEY]. 

Mr. ASlffi.EY. Mr. Chairman, I rise It hardly need be pointed out, Mr. 
in support of H.R. 10213, the emergency Chairman, that these exorbitant dis
homeownership ·bill, and I think the counts are basically the result of a tight 
Banking and Currency Committee is to - money Pfi>licy which has forced interest 
be commended for bringing such timely rates to ever higher levels. 
legislation to the floor. May I just say on the subject of inter-

The reason that I support this meas- est rates. I was very interested in what 
ure, as a member of the Housing Sub- the gentleman from Missouri was saying, 
committee, is that I am convinced that but he appears to be convinced that the 
it is needed now and that it will be -level of interest rates depends entirely 
needed in the months ahead. upon the law of the marketplace, in 

The heart of the bill, as you know, is other words, upon the demand and the 
the provision for a $1 billion loan fund supply of credit. Mr. Chairman, I re
to purchase FHA and GI loans through member a few years ago when people in 
the FNMA Special Assistance Program. discussing inflation would reflect the 
This is the stimulant which the com- classical concept of inflation-that is, 
mittee is convinced is necessary to halt too many dollars chasing too few goods. 
the dangerous downward drift of the Well, we have learned in recent years 
housing industry and the important in- that there is another kind of inflation
dustries which depend upon a healthy high price inflation brought about by ad
and vigorous home building industry. ministered prices. This is the situation 

Mr. Chairman, there can hardly be any which, as I say, we have become familiar 
doubt about the serious decline in hous- with where despite a falling ofl' in de
ing which has been taking place ever mand, prices stay at a high level or even 
since last spring. During most of last go higher. We saw this in the last re
year, the decline in the annual rate of cession and it is particularly true in our 
housing production was gradual, but in basic industries. It seems to me that 
the early months of this year the fall- possibly we are going to. hear more and 
off has become precipitous. Latest sta- more in the future about administered 
tistics show that we have fallen to a sea- interest rates. The facts, according to 
sonally adjusted rate of only 1.1 million the Wall Street Journal and other 
units, which is a falloff of approximately sources of information that are available 
20 percent below the mte a year ago. to all of us, are that funds are becoming 

This is a dangerous situation for two more readily available and that savings 
reasons: are going up. Why is it then that inter-

First, because production at such a est rates remain at the high level that 
retarded rate can only mean that we they are. . I say it is because the cor
are slipping further and further behind relation between supply and demand and 
in our efforts to make a reality out of the interest rate ceiling is not quite as 
the objectives of our national housing attuned as the gentleman from Missouri 
policy, namely, a decent home and suit- and others seem to indicate. 
able environment for every American I was addressing my remarks, of 
family. We simply have to face the fact course, to discounts. 
that this goal cannot ever be achieved Discounts are just one device to in
unless we step up the rate of housing crease the yield on mortgages which 
production over the level of recent years. have a ceiling on the rate of interest 
At the present rate we are going, we which can be charged. The bill before 
are not making a dent in the disgraceful us will do much to relieve this out
inventory of substandard and slum rageous situation, both directly and in
housing, and we are barely breaking directly. And in so doing, it will check 
even-if that-in meeting the minimum the alarming increase in the use of sec
demands of family formation. ond mortgages and other questionable 

Second, is the fact that a sagging or financing devices in ·the conventional 
depressed home building industry must loan field. 
be considered a forerunner to a de- Where second mortgages are used they 
pressed economy nationally. Recent are typically discounted by as much as 
history demonstrates convincingly that 25 percent, believe it or not, and this 
a failing home building industry signals staggering discount is often added on to 
an overall decline in economic activity, the normal sales price of a home. 
just as housing production on the up- Another practice which is dangerous 
swing is a harbinger of stepped up ac- for the buyer, and for the industry, is 
tivity in our overall economy. the use of installment sales contracts. 

Mr. Chairman, for those who doubt Under this plan, a buyer doesn't even get 
that there is trouble in the home build- title to the house he's buying and .can be 
ing industry, I invite attention to the dispossessed for even a momentary de
reports issued by the subcommittee and fault in payment, since he is without the 
testimony given in our hearings. These usual protection provided by most State 
show that discounts on FHA and VA foreclosure laws. 
mortgages have reached an unconscion- Mr. Chairman, the use of these cost
able level, particularly in the South and lY, dangerous, and undesirable methods 
West. It is apparent that some build- of financing can be directly traced to the 
ers have found ways to inflate housing growing difficulty in obtaining long-term 
prices in order to cover these discounts, low downpayment FHA and VA loans. 
but it is almost impossible for small Let me repeat, this is another and very 
builders to do this-and the result is important reason for the legislation at 
that they are simply forced out of the hand. 
VA and FHA programs, programs me_~t Now, Mr. Chairman, I understand that 
to provide homes for the modest income the Republican side of the aisle is plan
market. ning to offer a so-called civil rights 
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amendment to this bill and I want to 
comment briefly on this. 

We will be told, I'm. sure, that the pur
pose of this rider is to prevent discrim
ination in the operation of this bill. 

This simply is not the fact of the mat
ter. The truth is that the purpose of the 
amendment is to kill the bill. Nothing 
could be clearer. The idea is to force 
liberal Democrats to join Republicans 
under the umbrella of civil rights, thus 
assuring adoption of the amendment. 

But what would happen on final pas
sage? The same thing that has hap
pened time and time again in the past. 
Republicans would joyfully join conser
vative Democrats to vote the bill down. 

I say this maneuver is transparent, 
that it is overworked and I very much 
hope that other Democrats who regard 
themselves as liberal will join with me in 
voting against the proposed amendment. 

The principal feature of the bill, of 
course, is the provision of $1 billion for 
FNMA investment in FHA and GI loans 
on lower priced housing. However, there 
is far more to the bill than that. Other 
sections of the bill complement this pro
vision and provide assistance and incen
tives to increase production in other 
types of housing. For example, the bill 
would restore the requirement that 
FNMA pay the full face value of loans 
bought under the special assistance pro
gram. In addition, it would reduce 
FNMA's fees and charges in these special 
areas. Right now there is no restraint in 
the law on the amount FNMA can charge 
under special assistance and it has set the 
cost at 1 Y2 percent by regulation. This 
bill would impose a ceiling on fees and 
charges of 1 percent of the amount of 
mortgages sold to FNMA. Moreover, it 
would limit the amount collected at the 
time of commitment to one-fourth of the 
total in contrast to FNMA's present regu
latory requirement of one-half. These 
provisions will immediately benefit such 
programs as urban renewal housing, 
which is highly dependent on FNMA for 
financing. It would also cover other 
types of mortgages which have been sin
gled out as -deserving such aid, such as 
housing for the elderly and cooperative 

·housing. 
Another section which would benefit a 

broad range of housing is the prohibition 
against FNMA's present practice of re
jecting some FHA and GI loans offered to 
it. This is a simple matter of common
sense and should never have been a prob
lem in the :first place. If the loan is ac
ceptable to FHA and VA, and is not in 
default, there is no justification for 
FNMA to second guess these agencies. 

The flow of new mortgage money gen
erally will also be aided by the limita
tion imposed on FNMA sales, includ
ing their recent efforts to trade mort
gages for government bonds. In view of 
the extreme tightness in the mortgage 
market this is no time for FNMA to be 
unloading its portfolio. By so doing, it 
is simply sopping up funds which could 
have gone to financing new homes. 

Mr. Chairman, I will not attempt to 
go into all the provisions of this bill. 
I am convinced that this represents a 
well-thought-out answer to the present 

problems plaguing home buyers, and the 
homebuilding industry. It would make 
an important contribution toward get
ting our housing needs and toward 
meeting our responsibility to do every
thing in our power to assure employment 
and maximum production. I urge all of 
my colleagues to support the Emergency 
Home Ownership Act. 

Mr. KASEM. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ASHLEY. I yield. 
Mr. KASEM. Do you think the civil 

rights amendment is as transparent as 
having the Vice President represent us 
at the summit conference in the event 
the President :finds he has more im
portant business in this country? 

Mr. ASHLEY. I would say no. I do 
not think it is quite that transparent. 
Nothing could be more transparent than 
this. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, I 
have no further requests for time. 

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as he may desire 
to the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
CARNAHAN]. 

Mr. CARNAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of H.R. 10213. It is not 
only a good bill, it is a vitally needed 
bill. It addresses itself to two of the 
most important and current weak spots 
in our Nation-the need to put every 
citizen under decent and adequate 
shelter and the compelling need to en
courage and maintain a progressively 
vibrant economic structure for continued 
growth. 

I called the Labor Department's Bu
reau of Labor Statistics this morning and 
was told that as of March 1960 there 
are 4 million and 206 thousand people 
in this Nation out of work. I talked 
with the National Association of Home 
Builders here in Washington to be told 
that housing starts remain at 1,115,000. 
All of this in a nation of 180 mllllon 
people which is growing daily. Further
more, I talked with the Bureau of the 
Budget to learn that the Administration 
thinks this to be a bad bill and is op
posed to it. Over 4 million out of work 
and the housing starts :figure remaining 
where it has been for so long-and the 
executive branch of this Government sits 
idly by. It is high time that we in the 
Congress become concerned and take 
definitive action to correct this growing 
national housing problem. 

I know that you will hear the argu
ment that housing is a function of the 
free enterprise complex and is no busi
ness of Government. I submit to you, 
my colleagues, that anyone who believes 
that housing this Nation's citizens is not 
properly a concern of Government is liv
ing in the past and that furthermore 
that past is a terribly expensive one and 
utterly unrealistic. The facts are easy 
to come by-just as easy for the admin
istration to procure as for me. There are 
over 3 million dilapidated, nonfarm 
homes in use in America today; this, I 
am told, is twice the number that were in 
existence and use 10 years ego. When 
one examines the :figure of 1,115,000 
housing starts today and then discovers 
that this current figure is one-half mil-

lion less than in 1925 when our popula
lation was only 115 million he discovers a 
shocking picture. In 1925 we were build
ing 111 homes for every 10,000 people. 
In 196{) we are building 77 homes for 
every 10,000 people. This is an era of un
paralleled prosperity. Why, Mr. Chair
man, we are not even holding our own. 
In fact, we are retrogressing. 

Exhaustive hearings have been held on 
this bill and much expert testimony has 
been given. Outstanding among all 
that testimony is the statement to the 
e1feot that a minimum starts figure to 
adequately house our ever-expanding 
population would be 2 million starts an
nually. Coupled with this is the fact 
that we have not begun to feel the effect 
in housing of the post-World War II 
birth rate. In addition to this there is 
the ever-present problem of the con
tinued spread of urban blight and sltims 
and the loss of housing inventory 
through Federal and State highway pro
grams and urban and community re
development. Looked at from this angle, 
Mr. Chairman, we are building for our
selves as a nation a problem in housing 
that reaches near emergency proportions 

· and promises to get even worse unless we 
in this body take the initiative and create 
the necessary machinery to begin im
mediately a frontal attack on this neg
lected problem. 

Mr. Chairman, we dare not fail to 
create in this body the opportunity 
through private enterprise assistance for 
this growing and healthy population of 
ours to avail itself of adequate and de
cent housing within a fair and just range 
of prices. To do otherwise will be noth
ing less than "sowing to the wind and 
reaping the whirlwind" for the social 
consequences that are bound to follow 
this long-neglected problem are bound to 
be serious and of tragic consequences to 
our national fiber if we fall to act posi
tively. Unless adequate housing, fairly 
priced and within the easy acquisition of 
our citizens, is not soon made available 
to all willing to save and plan and pay 
for it, then we may expect crime among 
adults as well as juveniles to increase. 
Bound to follow substandard housing is 
the serious disruption of family patterns, 
broken homes, and a further breakdown 
in moral and ethical standards. If this 
happens, then we as a free people are in 
real trouble. I hate to contemplate what 
the social agenda in the next 10 years 
might read like unless we act. Another 
fact to be considered is always lurking 
in the background during these past few 
years--the effects of recession and infla
tion on our economic structure. Unless 
we act on this matter in a positive and 
bold manner, we have a nation in 
trouble. 

It was just 2 years ago when ow· eco
nomic position suffered a rather severe 
and shocking jolt. Most people had been 
led to believe through slogans of peace 
and prosperity that our economic base 
was solid and substantial. But, as if 
without warning, the man in the street 
was told that we were going through a 
period of strategic retreat, of economic 
tightening up-a recession. In the 
spring of 1958 this Nation, living in an 
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era which almost automatically guaran
teed prosperity, suddenly was awakened 
to the rude fact that over 5 million of its 
people were out of work, wanting to work 
and could not find work. ·It was only 
natural that people began to draw 
parallels between the early 1930's and 
1958. Through the Madison Avenue use 
of slogans we had long since become con
vinced that this thing that haunted 
America in the thirties could not happen 
again, certainly to the extent that it was 
happening. Fear and uncertainty about 
the future was naturally engendered in 
the minds of many people. We are told 
now by a spokesman of the administra
tion that inflation is no problem and that 
the recession is over. This may be, but 
the damage was severe. As an example 
of this damage let me cite the $12 bil
lion deficit in the Federal budget for 
:fiscal year 1959. Nine billion dollars of 
this deficit is directly traceable to the 
loss of income tax revenue. 

During this period the Congress initi
ated and passed the Emergency Housing 
Act of 1958 and the administration used 
it in helping to get the Nation out of the 
recession. This act of 1958 reversed the 
downward · trend in homebuilding, a 
trend which once again is beginning to 
assert itself and should be of concern to 
all of us who desire a healthy economy. 
This act of 1958 proved to be a .real shot 
in the arm for our recovery efforts. 

Under this Emergency Housing Act of 
1958, the Federal National Mortgage As
sociation was authorized to invest $1 bil
lion in FHA and VA mortgages on new 
construction. That investment in turn 
was a stimulus to an even greater invest
ment of private funds in mortgage con
struction. This bill will, I believe, have 
the same sort of triggering effect in en
couraging the investment of a much 
larger share by savings institutions across 
the country in one of the soundest in
vestments available-private homeown
ership. 

What does the bill do? The major fea
ture of the bill is a reactivation of the 
Federal National Mortgage Association's 
program 10. This was a program initi
ated under the 1958 Emergency Housing 
Act, and this bill would increase the pro
gram No. 10 authorization by $1 bil
lion for the purchase of FHA and VA 
mortgages on new construction. The 
principal amounts of these mortgages 
could not be over $13,500 except in those 
areas where high construction and labor 
costs warrant. The FNMA is, under the 
provisions of this bill, directed to channel 
to the maximum possible extent the 
available funds into those areas. And 
FNMA is further directed by this bill to 
allocate these funds in the most equitable 
possible manner to insure against a dis
proportionate use of them by any one 
builder. 

This, then, is the main feature of the 
bill. The other provisions are directed 
at making the FHA home mortgage in
surance program more workable-to re
move stumbling blocks toward the end 
of broadest possible use of the FHA pro
gram. Various inhibiting factors in 
making the Federal National Mortgage 
Association fulfill its true purposes as a 

real secondary mortgage market stimulus 
are removed by this bill. The other 
function of FNl\IA-the provision of spe
cial assistance for financing of selected 
types of FHA and VA loans-is aided .by 
restoring the par purchase requirement. 

In short, Mr. Chairman, this bill gives 
real impetus to an industry which has 
power to reverse present downward 
trends in our economy; but, more im
portantly, delivers in the form of a fin
ished product an item every person vi
tally needs, an item this Nation can ill 
afford to let its citizens do without
shelter for every American family. 

I urge you, my colleagues, to support 
this bill. 

Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to H.R. 10213, which has 
been somewhat wistfully dubbed "Emer
gency Home Ownership Act." And I do 
so more in sorrow than in anger. 

The housing field is one in which I 
have a very keen interest. In my own 
district, as in the Nation, there are 
housing problems still unsolved. I am 
acutely conscious of the role Govern
ment can ar~d must play in this area. 

The substance of this bill, however, is 
a scheme to subsidize housing construc
tion in one small part of the industry, 
and this chiefly in the South and Texas. 
This will be done by purchase of mort
gages through FNMA without the point 
discount which is now prevalent in the 
marketplace as the mechanism for ad
justing the controlled FHA interest rates 
to the market. Under the law, the dis
count is paid by the builder, and conse
quently, the subsidy will be to the build
er. That is why this is strictly a build
ers' bill. It does little if anything for 
the small homeowner. Furthermore, the 
builders so subsidized contribute to only 
a small fraction of the total residential 
construction. 

I have read the majority report, and I 
still do not see how it can be said that 
the bill will make a constructive contri
bution toward solving any national 
housing problem. I know the housing 
problems of my own district. Certainly, 
this bill will solve none of them. In fact, 
intensified urban areas where apartment 
dwelling is the rule will receive no bene
fit whatsoever from the bill. These are 
the areas where we should be focusing 
our attention. 

Now I suppose anyone who is from 
New York City should not be surprised 
to encounter politics in housing, even in 
this year when politics is so far from 
everyone's mind. But I should like re
spectfully to suggest to my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle that H.R. 10213 is 
patently so poorly conceived for its an
nounced purpose that its enactment is 
neither good government nor sound 
politics. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 
read. 

The qlerk read a8 follows: 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Emergency Home 
Ownership Act". 

Mr .. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair
man, I move the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. Accord
ingly the Committee rose, and the 
Speaker having resumed the chair, Mr. 
FoRAND, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee 
having had under consideration the bill 
H.R. 10213 directed him to report it had 
come to no resolution thereon. 

TV MUST ABANDON CUSTOM OF 
TYPING CRIMINAL CHARACTERS 
AS BEING ITALIAN 
Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent to extend my remarks in 
two instances in the body of the RECORD 
and to include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, television 

programs are showing an increasing 
disrespect for the intelligence and pride 
of the American people. From rigged 
quiz presentations to the reflections cast 
upon large national groups by falsely 
identifying them as being stupid or vio
lent, this segment of the entertainment 
industry has failed to live up to its pub
lic responsibilities. 

Its poor taste, cynicism, and mockery 
of the viewing audience has aroused 
large numbers of people who are de
manding that the industry clean house 
or forfeit the support of those upon 
whom it depends for its very existence. 

Americans of Italian origin are of
fended by TV's habit of stereotyping all 
racketeers and gangsters as being auto
matically Italian by name or accent. 

It gives the impression to those who 
do not know of Italy's great contribu
tions to civilization, and who are ig
norant of the deep religious faith, the 
hospitality and the kindness of the Ital
ian people, that ow· Italian-American 
friends are enemies of law and order. 

This is an out-and-out insult to our 
fellow citizens who are proud of their 
magnificent traditions and heritage. 

It is truly "A Case of Libel," which is 
the theme of the lead editorial that ap
peared in the April 23, 1960, edition of 
the Boston Pilot, which is the voice of · 
the Archdioc.ese of Boston, Mass. 

As this issue is coming to a head, I 
include the editorial in the CoNGREs
SIONAL RECORD. I hope that it Will in-
duce TV to change its ways. · 

A CASE OF LIBEL 

A libel against a person is reprehensible 
enough, but a libel against a whole people 
multiplies the crime. Even when the libel 
is a subtle one, it can be effective, and even 
when unintentional, it can do its damage. 
The libel we speak of is fast taking on the 
proportions of a national scandal and very 
few Americans can fail to be exposed to it. 
Radio and television, not to mention the 
the.ater and the short story, have decided . 
that the criminal in American life must be 
an Italian. 

At the present time the most offensive 
presentation seems to be on television where 
violence and crime are getting vastly more 
than their deserved space. By accident or 
by name, by suggestion or by specific refer
ence, the gangster, the tough guy, the bookie 
and the jailbird are all Italians. We have 
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often wondered how those of Italian origin 
must feel as they watch their nation stereo
typed in this libelous way; at least we know 
that for many of the rest of us, who know 
something of what Italy has done for West
ern civilization, the suggestion is revolting. 

Is there any other national group that 
would have put up with this sort of busi
ness this long without getting action? We 
think not. We have noted that Irish pro
tests long ago got rid of "paddy," the bu1foon; 
that Jewish protests long ago disposed of 
"izzy," the merchant; the Negro protests have 
killed oi! blackface--and we just wonder 
how long we are going to have to put up with 
"tony," the gangster. It is long past time 
that this last fellow followed his other 
friends into oblivion. 

Let no one say at this point--"but there 
are Italian gangsters." The answer to this 
is a simple affirmative. But there are also 
gangsters who are English, Irish, Dutch, 
Jewish, German, Negro, and whatever else. 
No one group has a monopoly on crime any 
more than a monopoly on virtue. It has 
never been suggested that each national 
tradition does not have . its proper share of 
scoundrels; the objection is raised when 
one group is steadily identified with an 
offensive stereotype. 

What to do about all of this? Every per
son with a sense of fairness has some re
sponsibiUty In clearing up the libel we have 
been speaking of. Italians may feel self
conscious in taking up the cause, just as 
many Jews feel self-conscious in combating 
anti-Semitism. Others in the community, 
however, who resent the attack that is being 
made on the reputation of their Italian 
neighbors must do something positive to 
change the habits of the TV scriptwriters. 

One clear avenue is to write to the TV 
stations, who are appropriately sensitive to 
public opinion, especially when it is reason
able and politely expressed. The second 
avenue, which sometimes brings even quicker 
response, is to write to the advertisers who 
present the offending programs. The last 
thing that either of these groups wish to 
have is public opinion offended and a po
tential buyer alienated from the product 
they are interested in selling. In the last 
analysis we will have this problem with us 
just as long as we do nothing to change it; 
as soon as we decide that it is worth doing 
something about, we will have solved it. 

LAWRENCE, MASS., AND ITS BLUE
PRINT FOR PROGRESS 

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, one of the 
most inspiring stories of our times is the 
organized effort by some of our labor
surplus communities to fight their way 
back to economic recovery and progress. 

Greater Lawrence, in Massachusetts, 
is a notable example of the success 
achieved through realistic planning and 
community spirit. 

Since its incorporation, more than 100 
years ago, Lawrence was a one-industry 
community. 

When the textile industry upon which 
it depended for its livelihood collapsed, 
Lawrence was threatened by economic 
disaster. 

But its people did not quit. 
Under the leadership of the Greater 

Lawrence Chamber of Commerce and 
the two newspapers of this community, 
the Lawrence Eagle-Tribune and the 
Lawrence Sunday Sun, they started to 
rebuild the local economy through di
versification of industry. 

Not content with mere recovery, 
Greater Lawrence is determined to move 
ahead. 

Its blueprint for progress outlines the 
new Lawrence that is developing. 

And the spirit that is putting those 
plans to work is expressed in the front
page editorial, "Our Greatest Chal
lenge," that appeared in the April 22, 
1960, edition of the Lawrence Eagle
Tribune. 

Under unanimous consent, I include it 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, as an ex
ample that will guide and encourage 
other communities. 

OUR GREATEST CHALLENGE 

In April 1958, in cooperation with the 
Greater Lawrence Chamber of Commerce, 
the Eagle-Tribune published a report to the 
Nation edition which proudly proclaimed 
how our community, with unbounded deter
mination and a solidly united spirit to fight, 
overcame its textile mill losses through the 
introduction of greater diversification of in
dustry. Subsequently, Greater Lawrence be
came the quoted example and envy of 
American cities everywhere because of the 
economic upswing which followed and the 
resultant increased employment and pay
rolls. 

In April 1959 the Eagle-Tribune published 
a preview edition of "New Horizons for 
Greater Lawrence" and what its future was 
to be. Many of the enterprises and projects 
outlined then have already been completed 
and others are in their final stages. Yet, 
there remains a great deal more work to be 
done if we are to keep our Greater Lawrence 
community in the forefront as a leader in 
this great country of ours. 

Today, we present a special 60-page sup
plement for the beginning of the fabulous 
sixties. It contains the completed master 
plan of a "Blueprint for Progress"-a long
range pattern of design showing what must 
be done in the physical and industrial struc
ture of Lawrence in the next 10 years if we 
are to make more efficient and profitable use 
of its resources. 

There is much material in these pages for 
all to study and absorb thoroughly. We 
strongly recommended that you keep this 
edition as a checksheet of progress and ac
complishments. "Blueprint for Progress" is 
our greatest challenge to date. We must not 
fail now. · 

Greater Lawrence, today, stands on· the 
threshold of an era of further expansion and 
prosperity. We are about to take what is 
perhaps the boldest forward step in our long 
history. 

During the next 5 to 10 years we will ob
serve, and actually be a part of, events of 
such magnitude that they will shape the 
course of commerce, industry, transporta
tion, education, and employment in the 
Merrimack Valley for future generations. 

Situated strategically in the center of the 
Merrimack Valley, Greater Lawrence has 
long been referred to as "The Hub of the 
Merrimack Valley." 

In the immediate future that title is 
about to become even more definite, and 
the community itSelf will assume still larger 
stature as new highways, new bridges, ex
panding educational facilities and new com
mercial and industrial enterprises increase 
the flow of people and products into and 
out of "The Friendliest Community in the 
United States." 

We can see a variety of projects taking 
shape--some long overdue, some in the early 
stages of development, others still on the 
drawing boards-but all or them, In their 
own ways, calcUlated to serve our growing 

community and to enhance the nationwide 
prestige of "The Hub of Merrimack Valley." 

Greater Lawrence Is on the march and you 
are in the parade. 

IRVING E. RoGERS, 
Publisher. 

SAVING AMERICA'S GRASSROOTs
THE 25TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 
Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 · minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I should 

like to remind Members of the House of 
a most significant birthday that is being 
observed today. This is the 25th anni
versary of the signine of the Soil Con
servation Act, which not only set forth 
the Nation's soil and water conservation 
policy but established the Soil Conserva
tion Service in the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture to carry forward a nation
wide program of erosion control. 

Few more important pieces of legis
lation, in my opinion, have ever been 
passed by Congress, from the standpoint 
of safeguarding basic elements of the 
Nation's economy. · I am referring, of 
course, to our soil and water resources, 
without which this Nation could not pro
duce its bounty of food, fiber, and other 
essentials for this and future generations. 

The Soil Conservation Act, for the first 
time in national legislation, recognized 
that wastage of soil and water resources 
on our farm, grazing, and forest lands, 
as a result of soil erosion, is a menace 
to the national welfare. It declared the 
policy of Congress to provide permanent
ly for the control and prevention of soil 
erosion, the preservation of natural re
sources, and related objectives including 
flood control. 

It is fitting that on this date we recog
nize the vast amount of effective soil and 
water conservation work that has been 
done on the farms and ranches and wa
tersheds of the country by landowners 
and co~munities since April 27, 1935. It 
is also a good time to take note that much 
more urgently needs to be done before 
the job we started out to do has been 
completed. 

I want to pay special tribute to two 
former Members of this House, the late 
Jack Dempsey, of New Mexico, and Mar
vin Jones, of Texas, now the distin
guished chief judge of the U.S. Court of 
Claims here in Washington. Twenty
five years ago they introduced identical 
bills to declare the conservation policy of 
Congress and establish the Soil Conser
vation Service. As it happened, Con
gressman Dempsey's bill was the one 
acted upon, but it was Congressman 
Jones, then serving so e1fectively as 
chairman of the Committee on Agri
culture, who reported the bill and 
handled it on the floor. 

The bill became law exactly in the 
form in which it was introduced. Forty 
members of the 74th Congress which 
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passed the Soil Conservation Act are 
serving in the present 86th Congress. 
Many of them certainly remember the 
urgency that prompted their action in 
those earlier days. 

Only 3 weeks before the House acted 
on the bill, Members of Congress, in 
common with the rest of the people in 
the Nation's Capital and elsewhere in 
the East, had seen the sun dimmed by a 
yellow haze. Enormous clouds of fine 
dust particles swept across the country 
from the eroded, drought-parched fields 
of the Great Plains, created something 
new in eastern weather. 

Many members of the 74th Congress 
had seen fields stripped of topsoil and 
riddled with gullies. They had seen 
muddy creeks and rivers after every rain, 
silted reservoirs and stream channels, 
and other costly results of uncontrolled 
erosion in all parts of the country. 

A start had been made toward doing 
something about the growing problems 
of soil erosion, but it clearly was not 
enough. Thanks to the missionary zeal 
of that pioneer soil conservationist and 
first chief of the Soil Conservation Serv
ice, Dr. Hugh H. Bennett, Congress as 
early as 1929 had provided for coopera
tive erosion control experiment station 
studies at 10 locations. A Soil Erosion 
Service, also under his direction, had 
been set up administratively in the 
Department of the Interior in 1933, to 
give on-the-farm technical assistance in 
a number of erosion control demonstra
tion projects and Civilian Conservation 
Corps areas. This early Soil Erosion 
Service was transferred to the Depart
ment of Agriculture in March 1935 and 
renamed the Soil Conservation Service 
onApril27. 

With the declaration of conservation 
policy by Congress, a continuing and ex
panded national action program of soil 
and water conservation was assured. 
Two years later, in 1937, farmer
organized and farmer-managed soil con
servation districts, established by au
thority of State enabling laws, began to 
accept responsibility for directing local 
soil and water conservation programs. 
They drew on the technical assistance 
of the Soil Conservation Service and on 
other sources of Federal, State, and 
local help. 

Looking back today, we have the satis
faction of knowing that our nationwide 
soil and water conservation undertaking 
rests on sound foundations that have 
stood the tests of a quarter of a cen
tury. This undertaking, so important 
to the welfare of every one of this coun
try's 180 million citizens, has moved 
ahead successfully and steadily. Re
sponsible people everywhere have praised 
its operations. It continues to deal effec
tively with today's multiplying problems 
involved in the conservation and devel
opment of our soil, water, and related 
resources. 

I am proud of the fact that even be
fore I came to Congress in 1939 I had 
supported in every possible way the 
sound soil and water conservation pro
gram carried on by the soil conservation 
districts of Iowa. 

Since then, I am happy to have had 
a part, as a member of the Appropria
tions Committee and on the :floor of this 
House, in the enactment and financing 
of the watershed · protection and :flood 
prevention program authorized by Pub
lic Law 566 of the 83d Congress. I be
lieve we all owe a vote of thanks to the 
authors of this act, Senator GEORGE 
AIKEN, of Vermont, and former Con
gressman Clifford Hope, of Kansas. 
Through this program, communities in 
all parts of the country are now able to 
get the essential technical and financial 
assistance needed to move ahead with 
their watershed work. 

Flood prevention structural work is 
now underway, or contracted for, in 
many of these watersheds. It is in vari
ous stages of planning in many other 
watersheds. At the same time, essen
tial land treatment work is being done 
in all of the watersheds being developed 
under this program. 

Our big concern now, as I pointed out 
to this body on March 11, is getting ade
quate funds to meet the Federal Gov
ernment's share of the cost of these 
essential watershed projects. 

The Great Plains conservation pro
gram is another and more recently au
thorized part of our nationwide conser
vation effort. This program, which pro
vides complete conservation plans for 
participating farmers and ranchers, is 
designed to give comprehensive land 
treatment in the very region from which 
the giant dust storms originated 25 
years ago. 

I cannot begin to remember how many 
times I have spoken here on the :floor, 
in my own State of Iowa, and elsewhere 
over the country, in behalf of this con
servation work that is so vital to a 
healthy agriculture and to our whole 
economy. Back in 1947 I introduced a 
national land policy bill, to strengthen 
even more the national soil and water 
conservation program. 

I like to think that my efforts, added 
to those of so many of my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle, have helped our 
national soil and water conservation 
program attain the record of adcom
plishment that is the basis for its wide
spread and favorable public recognition 
today. 

Conservation farming is no longer an 
experiment. It is a practical necessity 
producing important economic bene
fits. Today, conservation farming is an 
accepted objective from Alaska to Flor
ida, from Maine to Hawaii. Our new 
challenge is to keep pace with the 
growing demand for the kind of tech
nical assistance and other help that was 
contemplated by the Soil Conservation 
Act 25 years ago. 

The accomplishments so far achieved 
under this legislation have been most 
gratifying. When I first ran for Con
gress, I called attention to two particu
lar problems in my southwestern Iowa 
district. One was the erosion that was 
wreaking havoc on so much of our good 
Iowa farmland. The other was the hap
hazard dredging of streams, which was 
lowering the water table in an alarm
ing manner. I am happy to say that 

as a result of the effective work done by 
the farmers themselves, through their 
soil conservation districts, we are well 
on the way toward remedying these con
ditions. 

For example, up to 10 or 12 years ago, 
the watershed above Shenandoah Iowa 
like many other uncontrolled ~ater~ 
sheds in my district and yours, my col
leagues, used to dump damaging :flood
waters down onto the city area with dis
tressing regularity after every heaVY 
rain. Nurserymen operating on some 
2,900 acres of this watershed decided to 
do something about the situation, in 
cooperation with the Page County Soil 
Conservation District. Since they got 
together and treated their lands, there 
has not been a flood of any consequence. 

It is not the enactment of legislation 
or the setting up of an agency that gets 
the conservation job done. It gets done 
by the hard work of individual farmers 
on their own farms and watersheds back 
in your counties and mine, with, of 
course, the necessary guidance of the 
sec technicians and financial help 
from the ACP. 

I remember, back in the early forties 
being on the train with a banker frorr{ 
one of my counties. The talk turned to 
my favorite subject-soil conservation. 
When he told me about some of the ero
sion and other problems they had in his 
county, I convinced him they ought to 
have a soil conservation district there. 
On his return home, he took a leading 
part in stimulating interest in the or
ganization of a district in his county 
and, within a short time thereafter a 
district was actually formed-which 
completed the organization for my en
tire congressional district. 

A few figures will serve to illustrate 
how fast and far we have come in soil 
and water conservation accomplishment 
in the last two decades: 

As of June 30, 1939, Chief Bennett 
reported that 22 million acres of land in 
private ownership were covered by co
operative agreements. The SCS had 
working agreements or detailed plans on 
an additional 26 million acres of public 
lands. Approximately 81,500 coopera
tors were represented in Soil Conserva
tion Service operations on private lands, 
in projects, CCC camps, soil conserva
tion districts, and so -on. 

As of June 30, last year, the Service 
reported soil conservation districts had 
a total of approximately 1,860,000 co
operators, operating nearly 564 million 
acres. More than 1 Y4 million of those 
soil conservation district cooperators 
had basic conservation plans, on more 
than 365 million acres in about 2,860 
soil conservation districts. 

There are similar figures showing 
notable progress with the land capabil
ity surveys and with the individual con
·servation measures that have been 
applied on the farms and watersheds of 
America. They only serve to confirm 
further the gains we have made. 

But we are still in the beginning stage. 
The conservation job is far from being 
completed. Some 2Y:z million farms still 
need basic conservation plans. Thou
sands of tributary watersheds need the 
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combined conservation land treatment 
and structural work contemplated in the 
Watershed Protection and Flood Preven
tion Act. What I have said before still 
holds true for all our lands which re
main without the benefit of conservation 
treatment and management: 

We must stop erosion on this land. We 
must stop mining the soil. We must stop 
bad land use and bad water management at 
the earliest possible hour. Let us never 
make the mistake in our country that was 
made by so many older nations that neg
lected their land. As a result of this neg
lect they are experiencing today the hunger, 
misery, and strife that are the penalties of 
failing to take good care of priceless natural 
resources of soil and water. 

The degree to which we are successful 
in halting this damage and waste, with
out unnecessary delay, will help deter
mine the health and vigor of our agri
culture when the 50th anniversary of the 
Soil Conservation Act rolls around in 
1985. I know my fellow Members of the 
Congress are proud of the support they 
have and are giving to their local soil 
conservation districts; to the States now 
participating more actively in conserva
tion matters, and to the Soil Conserva
tion Service. I urge you, in the name of 
America, to give your continued support 
to this great movement on which our 
agriculture, our food supply, and our fu
ture as a Nation so greatly depends. 

CONSERVATION RESERVE-SOIL 
BANK 

Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the body of the 
RECORD and to include therein extra
neous material. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. 

Speaker, I have become convinced that 
there is a solution to the pressing farm 
surplus problem within our grasp, if we 
will but seize the opportunity. 

Our opportunity lies in putting re
newed energy and emphasis into the 
agriculture program which is the only 
program now in operation effectively 
cutting back surplus crop production. 

I refer to the conservation reserve, or 
soil bank. 

Of all the solutions proposed for our 
urgent farm problem, this is the program 
which holds the greatest promise of 
sound, constructive results at the least 
cost while preserving, at the same time, 
the priceless freedom of the American 
farmer. 

The conservation reserve program is 
one farm program which makes sense. 

years, direct its expansion to the point 
where cropland in production and crop
land actually needed are in approximate 
balance, allow rental payments to be 
made in wheat or feed grain certificates 
and make other improvements in the 
program which experience have shown 
will be helpful. 

The soil bank is doing two jobs for us 
and doing them well. It is taking crop
land out of production and thus reduc
ing burdensome commodity surpluses. 
At the same time, it is conserving our 
soil. The report of the Secretary of 
Agriculture to Congress on the soil bank 
conservation reserve program, submitted 
on March 15, 1960, shows how well it is 
performing in these two vital fields. I 
include that report and related tables, 
as well as the text of H.R. 11930, as part 
of my remarks. 

The essential point I want to make 
however, is that what has been accom~ 
plished thus far in the field of surplus 
reduction and soil conservation repre
sents but a small part of the program's 
potential. 

In my opinion, the soil bank has just 
reached the takeoff point. Its real prom
ise lies ahead. If we give it. a chance 
to show what it can do, I am convinced 
that we can, over the course of the next 
2 or 3 years, make heavy inroads against 
the agricultural imbalance which 
plagues us today. 

If we are to strike effectively at the 
root cause of our farm problem, we must 
reduce cropland acreage to a point where 
it comes into balance with the demand 
for agriculture commodities, and we 
must do so in a way which will not bring 
about a social and economic upheaval by 
a centrally directed control program 
which relies upon the police power for 
enforcement. 

We have learned the hard way-by 
accumulating costly surpluses which 
cannot be utilized-that too much of 
our land is being farmed. We have been 
tilling soil that should better remain in 
cover, water, or trees. We have been 
planting land which produces crops far 
beyond our needs at home or abroad. 
In the process, we have depressed agri
cultural prices and have done great dam
age to our most precious natural re
source. 

If we can s-uccessfully reduce crop 
acreage to the point where land in pro
duction meets our needs, we will have 
reached the point where we can end the 
rigidities of Government controls, sup
ports, and subsidies and let the free 
market bring its challenges and rewards 
to the American farmer. 

The soil bank can do this job if we 
make it the keystone of our agriculture 
program. 

It has proved itself in operation. It 
is doing a superb job in reducing surplus · 
crop production and conserving the soil. 
Now is the time to recognize its accom
plishments and take steps to realize its 
full potential. Now is the time to extend 
the conservation reserve and greatly ex
pand its scope. This is our opportunity 
to do something about the farm problem. 

It can reduce surplus acreage in a 
purely voluntary manner, permitting the 
exercise of free choice, paying fair value 
for farmer participation, and avoiding 
the straitjacket of Government-directed 
planting. 

It can do so with the least adminis
trative cost and governmental redtape. 
The machinery is already in operation. 
It is administratively emcient, relying 
upon locally elected farmer committees 
for local administrative decisions. 

Accordingly, I have today introduced 
a farm bill, H.R. 11930, which will extend 
the conservation reserve for 3 more 

It can do so without subsidy, its pay
ment to farmers representing only what 
the land would otherwise bring in rental 
on the marketplace or in crops that 
would otherwise be produced. 

Its costs, while large, would be one
half to one-fourth as much as the pres
ent price stabilization program and far 
less than any of the proposed regimen
tation type substitute programs. 

Economists who have studied the prob
lem estimate that a soil bank of 60 
n;tillion acres, varying possibly 20 percent 
either way, would bring cropland into 
balance with demand. It is estimated 
a 60-mllion-acre soil bank would cost 
about $900,000 million annually. The 
~961 budget request for farm price and 
mcome stabilization is $3,950 million, or 
almost quadruple the cost of a mature 
soil bank program. 

M?~t.important, however, the cost of a 
stablhzmg soil bank would not represent 
steri_le supp?rt, control, and storage op
eratiOns which do nothing to attack the 
basic causes of farm surpluses. It would 
be a far-seeing national investment re
gardless of its adjustment value, tn' the 
future fertility of our soil and in the con
servation of our water and wildlife re
sources. 

I urge early consideration of my bill, 
~.R. ~19_30, extending, expanding, and 
mtens1fymg the conservation reserve 
program. The program is scheduled to 
end with this year's contracts. It would 
be a grave mistake to let it expire. 

There is a danger of this happening. 
Congress is once again confronted with 
the possibility that no farm legislation 
will be enacted because of fundamental 
differences between the two parties-one 
in control of the legislative branch and 
the other in control of the executive. 
That difference relates largely to meth
ods or systems of price support opera
tions and the degree of control to be 
exercised by the Federal Government 
over production or marketing. The Con
gress will not accept the President's 
recommendations. The President can
not sign the kind of farm bill this Con
gress is most likely to pass. We have 
reached a stalemate which is becoming 
increasingly costly for both the Ameri
can farmer and the American taxpayer. 

We wm not be living up to our respon
sibilities if we let this stalemate on the 
most controversial aspects of farm legis
lation prevent action to meet our most 
pressing need. That need, as I see it, is 
to tackle the surplus problem by action 
to extend and expand the one farm pro
gram which is actually reducing surplus 
production. 

Personally, I would prefer to see legis
lation enacted which deals with some of 
our urgent price and acreage problems, 
such as wheat, combined with an ex
panded conservation reserve program. 
I am realistic enough, however, to recog
nize that it is entirely possible that no 
agreement can be reached on price sup
ports and acreage controls. It is for 
that reason that I propose we go ahead 
and enact what can be enacted and what 
is so sorely needed. I am confident that 
an expanded conservation reserve, once 
its potential is fully understood, will re
ceive substantial bipartisan support in 
this Congress. 
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It would be tragic if we failed to seize 

the opportunity which we now have to 
make substantial progress in eliminating 
the fann problem. 

H.R.l1930 
A bill to extend and expand the conservation 

reserve under the son Bank Act 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the Agricultural Act of 
1960. 

SEc. 2. Section 108(a) of the Soil Bank Act 
is amended to read as follows: 

"SEc. 108(a). The Secretary shall not later 
than March 1 of each year determine and 
announce the national conservation reserve 
goal for the following year. Such goal shall 
be the percentage which the Secretary deter
mines it is practicable to cover by contracts 
during the year for which the goal is estab
lished of the number of acres, if any, by 
which ( 1) the probable acreage used for the 
production of agricultural commodities, plus 
the acreage retired from production because 
of governmental programs, during such year 
exceeds (2) the estimated acreage needed 
for domestic consumption, exports, and an 
adequate allowance for carryover during such 
year. The Secretary shall announce the na
tional goal for 1961 within 30 days of the en
actment of this section." 

SEc. 3. Section 108(b) of the Soil Bank Act 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: 

"Effective beginning with 1961, the Secre
tary shall give special consideration to those 
States and regions where it is desirable for 
soil conservation or production adjustment 
purposes to discourage the production of sur
plus agricultural commodities." 

SEc. 4. Section 109 of the Soil Bank Act is 
amended: 

(1) by amending subsection (a) to read 
as follows: 

"(a) The Secretary is authorized to formu
late and announce programs under this sub
title B and to enter into contracts there
under with producers during the eight-year 
period 1956-1963 to be carried out during 
the period ending not later than Decem
ber 31, 1972, except that contracts for the 
establishment of tree cover may continue 
after December 31, 1977." 

(2) by amending subsection (c) to read as 
follows: 

"(c) In carrying out the conservation re
serve program, the Secretary is authorized 
and directed to enter into contracts as rapid
ly as is practicable and consistent with good 
management in order to reach a national 
conservation goal, as set forth in section 
108(a) of this Act, of hundred per centum 
at the earliest possible date." 

SEc. 5. Effective beginning with contracts 
entered into after the date of this Act, sec
tion 107(b) (2) of the SoU Bank Act is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: 

"The Secretary is authorized to provide for 
payment of the annual payment through the 
issuance of certificates which the Commod
ity Credit Corporation shall redeem in wheat 
or feed grains in accordance with regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary. Notwithstand
ing any other provision of law, no producer 
shall be paid an annual rental payment, or 
its equivalent in such certificates, of more 
than $7,500 with respect to all contracts 
within a State to which he is a party." 

SEc. 6. Section 211 of the Agricultural Act 
of 1956 is amended by striking out "three 
years" where it appears therein and substi· 
tuting "six years." 

REPORT OF THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE ON 
THE 1959 SoiL BANK CONSERVATION RE

SERVE PROGRAM 
SUMMARY 

Going into the 1960 crop season, the con
servation reserve of the soil bank is having 

substantial impact on the acreage and pro
duction of surplus crops. With approxi
mately 300,000 contracts in effect and more 
than 28 mil11on acres under contract, crop'
land which has been contributing heavily 
to the surplus build-up in recent years is 
being withheld from production and devoted 
to conservrution uses under long-term con
tracts. 

During the 1'959-60 period, farmer partic
ipation in the conservation reserves more 
than doubled. The acreage of cropland 
withheld from production almost tripled, 
and the percentage of whole farms under 
contract grew to more than two-thirds of 
the total. 

Under the conservation reserve, farmers 
voluntarily enter contracts to hold cropland 
out of production and devote it to conserva
tion uses. After 4 years of experience, it 
is apparent that large numbers of farmers 
will participate in a program of this type. 
In each of the last 2 years, farmers have 
offered land for the program well in excess 
of the amount that could be accepted. 

Calendar year 1960 is the l~st year for en
tering into new contracts under present legal 
authorization. The President has recom
mended an extension and an expansion to 
60 m1llion acres to bring the program to 
maximum effectiveness, provided the Con
gress passes legislation to change the price
support programs constructively. 

HIGHLIGHTS OF 1959-60 

The conservation reserve for the 1959 pro
gram year began in the fall of 1958, when the 
Department went to the field with a pro
gram containing a number of changes from 
the earlier, largely experimental years. The 
announced annual rental rate was raised 
from a national average of $10 to $13.50, and 
a greater incentive was offered for whole
farm participation. The acreage reserve for 
retirement of allotment crop acreages has 
been discontinued after the 1958 crop season, 
and the conservation reserve was the only 
soil-bank program available. 

Nearly twice as much cropland was of
fered for 1959 contracts as could be accepted 
within the funds available, and a bid system 
was used to determine priorities. When the 
signing of contracts was completed in the 
spring of 1959, more than 12 million acres 
had been added to the acreage previously 
under contract. (see table 2.) This brought 
the cumulative figures on participation to 
246,220 contracts with 22.4 mlllion acres of 
cropland in the reserve, of which 14.8 mil
lion acres are on farms on which all eligible 
cropland is out of production. (8ee table 3.) 

For the 1960 signup, held in the fall of 
1959, the average per-acre announced rate 
was continued at $13.50 with a premium for 
whole farms, but several program changes 
were made. Chief of these were the elimi
nation of State-owned land from the pro
gram and the requirement that land be 
owned 3 years to be eligible for participa
tion. The national acreage goal was set at 
5.1 million acres. 

Reports on the 1960 program to date indi
cate that this goal is being exceeded. As 
of February 15, 1960, progress reports from 
the field indicate that new acreage placed 
under contract for the first time in 1960 may 
total 6.5 million acres. (See table 2.) With 
contracts for about 300,000 acres scheduled 
to expire in 1960, the net increase for the 
year would total about 6.2 million acres. 
This would bring the total acreage in the 
conservation · reserve during the 1960 crop 
season to about 28.6 million acres. That is 
more than 6 percent of total U.S. cropland 
as shown by the 1954 farm census (figures 
3 and 4). 

HOW THE PROGRAM OPERATES 

The conservation reserve is a voluntary 
program. The farmer who participates signs 
a contract with the Government to place 
part or all of his cropland in the reserve. 

This means that he will withhold the land 
from production and protect it with ap
proved conservation uses. Contracts are for 
a minimum of 3 years; a maximum of 10. 

The Government makes an annual per
acre payment for eac~ year of the contract. 
The maximum annual payment that any 
producer may receive is $5,000. This limit 
was originally determined administratively, 
but was required by law for 1960. The 
Government also ,pays a portion (usually 
50 percent) of the cost of establishing con
servation uses on the land. 

A basic per-acre payment rate is set for 
each individual farm or part-farm for which 
it is requested. The rate is based on the 
national rate ($13.50 in 1959 and 1960), but 
is determined for the individual farm on the 
basis of the productivity of the land and 
other factors. It may not exceed 20 per
cent of the value of the land. When all 
eligible cropland on the farm is to be retired, 
the basic rate is generally set 10 percent 
higher than the rate for only part of the 
eligible land. 

After the basic rate has been determined, 
the farmer may apply for a contract at any 
figure below that rate. In cases where ac
ceptance of all applications would exhaust 
available funds in a county or where more 
land is offered than it would be desirable to 
retire in 1 year, offers are accepted on a best 
buy basis, and contracts are offered to suc
cessful bidders. Each offer is computed as a 
percentage of the basic rate for the land 
offered and acceptance begins with the 
lowest percentage bid. 

Only cropland is eligible for the conserva
tion reserve. Permanent pasture or wood
land is not eligible. Generally, the land 
must have produced a crop or been in a 
regular crop rotation during the year im
mediately preceding the first year of the 
contract. Publicly owned land is ineligible 
for the program, beginning in 1960, and so is 
land which has changed ownership (except 
by inheritance) since December 31, 1956. 

The farmer who places land under con
tract agrees to harvest no crop from the 
land, permit no grazing on it and keep down 
noxious weeds. He agrees to comply with 
any acreage allotments on his farm and to 
.place no new land in cultivation. For most 
farms, also, placing land under contract re
quires a corresponding acreage reduction in 
soil bank base crops (grains, oilseeds, and 
row crops). 

Each year's program is announced as soon 
as possible after authorization by the Con
gress. Contracts are signed during the fall 
and winter mon tlls and ordinarily begin 
April 15 of the first year they are effective. 

IMPACT ON ACREAGE AND PRODUGTION 

Cropland which has been producing sub
stantial quantities of surplus crops in recent 
years is being held out of production under 
conservation reserve contracts. 

A study of the 22.4 million acres under 
contract in 1959 shows that 3.5 million acres 
were formerly devoted to corn; 3.5 million 
to grain sorghums; 3.2 million tp oats; 2.3 
million to wheat; and about 10 million acres 
to other crops, cropland hay and pasture and 
special uses (table 1). The 1960 acreage 
is expected to contain an additional million 
acres of former cornland and substantially 
increased acre~ges of the other crops, as 
well. 

Particularly effective in checking crop 
surpluses is the retirement of whole farms, 
which is encouraged by annual payment 
rates that may run as much as 10 percent 
higher than regular rates. Approximately 
two-thirds of the 1959 conservation reserve 
acreage is in the form of whole farms. A 
whole farm contract takes in an eligible 
cropland, including acreage allotment land 
that would otherwise be devoted to the 
farm's money crop. Almost 22 percent of 
the whole farm cropland in the reserve in 
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1959 consisted of allotment acres. Produc
tion adjustment is assured under whole farm 
contracts because no land remains for more 
intensive cultivation that might tend to 
offset the adjustment sought. 

When all eligible land on a farm is placed 
under contract, the farm usually goes out 
of production entirely. Livestock is sold, 
and the pasture land and other noncrop
tand is usually retired voluntarily. It ap
pears that heavy participwtion in the con
servation reserve by dairy farmers in the 
Great Lakes region should contribute to im
proving the dairy market situation. 

The conservation reserve also contains 
large acreages formerly devoted to major 
crops which are not subject to acreage allot
ments, but are eligible for price support. 
Under contract in 1959, for example, are 
former grain sorghum acres equal to nearly 
a third of the country's total grain sorghum 
acreage as reported in the 1954 Census of 
Agriculture, as well as sizable acreages of 
barley, oats, fiaxseed, soybeans, vegetables 
and other crops. (See fig. 1.) 

Compared wi·th the use of all U.S. cropland, 
the land placed in the conservation reserve 
has been relatively high in acreage of feed 
grains and low in acreage of cropland hay, 
rotation pasture, and summer fallow. As 
shown in figure 2, the percentage of reserve 
cropland formerly used for oats, barley, grain 
sorghum, and fiaxseed was substantially 
higher than the percentage of all U.S. crop
land used for those crops. Acreage of corn, 
wheat, soybeans, vegetables, and peanuts 
was about equal to the national average. 
On the other hand, only a little more than 
20 percent of conservation reserve acreage 
was formerly in cropland hay, rotation pas
ture and summer fallow, compared with 
more than 37 percent of all U.S. cropland 
devoted to those uses. 

Since the average conservation reserve 
contract covers a period of 5 to 6 years, 
the land put into the reseJ.:Ve w111 not be 
producing any crops for that length of 
time. This includes both the allotment land 
and the land customarily devoted to other 
crops. This helps in holding down surpluses 
and also reduces price support expenditures, 
since the volume of crops eligible for price 
support is reduced. 

At yields appropriate for the quality and 
location of the land under contract, the 
conservation rese.rve in 1960 would produce 
about as much corn as the annual crop of 
the State of Ohio; nearly as much wheat 
as Oklahoma produces in a normal year; 
more cotton than the annual crop in North 
Carolina; and substantial quantities of 
other surplus crops, such as peanuts, tobac
co, oats, barley, soybeans, sorghum grain, 
and fiax. · (See production estimates table 
1.) 

CONSERVATION ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

Every conservation reserve contract re
quires the establishment of protective cover 
or other sound conservation uses on the 
cropland withheld from production. Cover 
may consist of grasses and legumes, trees or 
shrubs. Other approved uses include wildlife 
and water conservation (fig. 6 and table 4). 

Trees in the conservation reserve 
The conservation reserve has played a ma

jor role in the greatest· tree-planting pro
gram in the Nation's history. During 1959, 
about 700,000 acres of cropland were planted 
to trees under conservation reserve contracts. 

The heaviest tree-planting activity under 
the conservation reserve is in the Southeast
ern States, particularly in Georgia and South 
Carolina (see fig. 7 and table 4). All tree
planting contracts are ·for a 10-year period. 
When cropland goes out of production and is 
planted to trees, it usually can be considered 
to be diverted permanently from crop pro
duction. 

Grass in the conservatiOn reserve 
Most popular conservation use of conser

vation reserve acreage is to establish and 
maintain grass cover on ~and retired from 
production. Of the 22.4 m11lion acres in the 
reserve through 1959, contracts call for 14.7 
mill1on acres to be established in grass with 
Government cost sharing. (See table 4.) 
Most of thil;; cover had actually been estab
lished as of the end of 1959. In addition, 
about 5 million reserve acres consist of 
cropland which is already in acceptable 
cover or will be established in grass at no 
expense to the Government. 

Texas is the leading State in the establish
ment of grass cover under the program, fol
lowed by· North Dakota, Colorado, and Kan
sas in that order. In these and other Great 
Plains States, laxge acreages formerly de
voted to wheat and grain sorghums are being 
returned to native grasses. 
Wildlife cover in the conse1·vation reserve 
Land formerly cropped but now in grass 

or tree cover feeds and shelters wildlife. In 
addition, the program contains specific wild
life cover practices under which cover and 
food plots for game are planted on conser
vation ·reserve acreage. Through 1959, con
tracts called for a total of more than 206,000 
acres of wildlife cover. (See table 4.) This 
phase of the program has gained the gen
eral approval of sportsmen and wildlife 
organizations. 

. Ponds in the conservation reserve 
Ponds may be built on conservation re

serve land for water conservation and fish
ing. Through 1959, farmers had contracted 
to build about 6,400 ponds under this pro
gram. (See table 4.) These farm ponds, 
together with grass and tree cover, protect 
land by trapping water where it falls and 
retarding the runoff. In keeping with the 
conservation reserve goal of checking sur
pluses, ponds built under the program may 
not be used for irrigation. 

Marsh management in the conservation 
reserve 

The conservation reserve also provides for 
wetland or marsh management practices, 
under which marshland that has been 
drained and cropped is restored to wetland 
use for water and wildlife conservation. 
Contracts through 1959 call for a total of 
nearly 12,000 acres to be devoted to this use. 
(See table 4.) 

PROGRAM 90ST 

For the 1959 program year, Congress au
thorized a conservation reserve program of 
$375 million. In planning the year's pro
gram, it was estimated that $87.7 million of 
this amount would be required to make an
nual payments on the approximately 10 mil
lion acres placed in the program during the 
1956-58 period. The rest was available for 
the first year's payments on new 1959 con
tracts and to pay the Government's share of 
establishing conservation uses on the newly 
contracted land. 

On the basis of these facts, the national 
acreage goal for 1959 was established at 
12.5 million acres and the announced na
tional average rental rate per acre was set 
at $13.50. With a 10-percent increase for 
putting a whole farm in the program, the 
applicable rate could approach $14.85. 

In actual practice, the strong competi
tion for contracts led to a national average 
per-acre rate somewhat lower than had· been 
estimated. Although more than 83 percent 
of all 1959 contracts were for all eligible 
land and thus earned a whole farm rate, 
the average annual payment for all new 
acreage under contract was only $13.56. For 
all acreage placed under contract during the 
1956-59 period, the Government is paying 
an average rental of $11.53 per acre. For 
1960, .preliminary data indicate that the 

average rental per acre on a new reserve 
acreage will be about $12.60 as a result of 
still keener competition for a smaller 
amount of funds. 

Generally speaking, it is proving possible 
to obtain considerably higher quality land 
than had been anticipated at the rental 
rates offered. Various reasons are given by 
rural people for desiring to place land in 
the conservation reserve. The farmer who 
withholds land from production in this way 
is protected against natural crop produc
tion hazards and gets an annual return 
(similar to rent from another farmer) to 
cover his fixed expenses and the cost of 
meeting his contract obligations. The con
servation reserve is of assistance to widows, 
farmers in ill health, and older people who 
wish to reduce farm work or retire. One 
State reports that about 70 percent of its 
participants are more than 50 years of age. 
The program also assists those who wish 
to shift to nonfarm employment while con
tinuing to live on farms. In these respects, 
it is speeding up adjustments that ha,ve 
been in progress for some time and ties in 
closely with the objectives of the rural de
velopment plan. 

Now that Government cost-sP,are payments 
for conservation practices under 1959 con
tracts are largely complete, it is apparent 
that practice costs for the program to date 
will be substantially less than had been an
ticipated. This is partly the result of extraor
dinarily favorable weather in 1958 and 1959 
which produced satisfactory stands of volun
teer cover in many areas. It also refiects 
experience which has demonstrated that 
satisfactory cover for a program of this type 
can be established at less cost, through light
er seeding and less use of Ininerals, than has 
been customary in establishing stands of 
grass for use as pasture and hayland. 

For 1960, Congress again authorized a $375 
million program. With $256.2 million need
ed to make payments on existing contracts, 
it was estimated that 5.1 million acres could 
be taken in under new contracts this year 
with the $118.8 million remainder. 

AREAS OF PARTICIPATION 

Farmers in 2,864 counties in 48 States par
ticipated in the conservation reserve in 1959. 
Figure 5 shows cropland under contract on 

· a county basis as compared with total crop
land as reported in the 1954 Census of Agri
culture. 

Among the more . productive areas with 
average or higher participation are the Maine 
potato country, New York grain area, Geor
gia-South Carolina grain and peanut coun
ties, the Mississippi delta, Texas blacklands, 
Kentucky-Tennessee counties of the Missis
sippi Valley, Wisconsin corn area, Nebraska
South Dakota corn counties and certain im
portant wheat counties in Washington and 
Idaho. 

More than half of all reserve cropland is 
in the 10 Great Plains States, heart of the 
Nation's serious wheat surplus problem. 
Much Great Plains cropland which was 
planted to wheat under the pressures of the 
war period is now being withdrawn from 
crops and returned to the native grasses of 
the plains. 

PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION 

The conservation reserve is administered 
by the Commodity Stabilization Service 
through its Soil Bank Division, which is 
under the general direction of the Deputy 
Administrator for Production Adjustment. 
The program is operated in the field by the 
Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation 
State and county committees, which also 
administer acreage allotment and marketing 
quota, price support, agricultural conserva
tion, and other programs. 

The facilities of several other Department 
of Agriculture agencies are used 1n the 
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program. The agricultural conservation 
program service develops program provisions 
relating to conservation uses. The Soil 
Conservation Service provides onsite techni
cal assistance to farmers using water con-

servation and certain other practices. The 
Forest Service, in cooperation with State 
foresters, provides technical assistance and 
directs a program to provide tree seedlings 
required for the conservation reserve. The 

Extension Service uses its educational facili
ties in providing farmers with information 
about the program and advises as to conser
vation cover specifications at the local and 
State levels. 

Former use of conse,-vation reserve cmpland as compared with use of all U.S. cropland 

Crop or land use 

IIay and pasture __ --- ------------------------------------------------------------ -----Corn, harvested _____________ --- ________________ --- ___ ----- ___________________________ _ 

~~:~~tri~~:g{~~~~=========================================~================= 
il~i~~i:r;~~;~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
!~~]~!~~;~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ Irish potatoes, harvested _____________________________ ---- ____ _____ _ ----------______ _ 
Other crops, harvested ____ --------- _________________ ----- ________________ ------ ______ _ 
Summer fallow ______ _____ ________ -----_---------__ ------ _____________ _________ ______ _ 
Idle and failure ______________________________________________________________________ _ 

Total (includes multiple use) '--·------ ---------------------------------------- -
Total (excludes multiple use) 3--------------------------------------------------

1954 Census of .Agriculture 

Acres for crops Percent of 
and land total 

uses cropland 

(a) (b) 

143, 750, 616 31. 3 
78,122,557 17.0 
51,361,684 11.2 
37,920,704 8.2 
18,858, 145 4.1 
16,444,225 3.6 
12,555,936 2. 7 
11,303,915 2. 5 
5,178, 643 1.1 
3, 739,994 .8 
1, 270,386 . 3 
1, 557,039 . 3 
1. 455,239 .3 
1, 210,872 .3 

2 19, 896, 290 4.3 
28,631,403 6.2 
32,077,241 7.0 

465, 334, 889 101.2 
. 459, 648, 961 100.0 

1959 conservation reserve 1960 conservation reserve 
acres acres 

Former land Percent of Former land Percent of 
use (acres) 1 total re- use (acres) 1 total re-

serve acres serve acres 

(c) (d) (e) (f) 

3, 659,000 16.3 4, 992,000 17.4 
3, 518,000 15.7 4, 579,000 16.0 
2,330,000 10.4 3,080,000 10.8 
3, 237,000 14.5 4,082,000 14.3 

517,000 2.3 660,000 2.3 
860,000 3.8 1,089,000 3.8 

1, 245,000 5.6 1, 616,000 5.6 
3,458,000 15. 4 3,837,000 13.4 

433,000 1.9 599. 000 2.1 
176,000 .8 224,000 .8 
113,000 .5 148,000 .5 
11,000 .1 15,000 .1 
67,000 .3 84,000 .3 
29,000 .1 39,000 .1 

1,365, 000 6.1 1, 703,000 5. 9 
1,034,000 4.6 1,342,000 4. 7 

925,000 4.1 1,229,000 4. 3 

22,977,000 102.5 29,318,000 102.4 
22,422,000 100.0 28,620,000 100.0 

1 Estimated acres which would have been devoted to this nse without a conserva
tion reserve program: It should not be assumed that acreage was reduced to this 
extent below the previous year because some of this land went under contract in each 
of the years 1956,1957, 1958, 1959, and 1960. 

a Variations between total lines are due to double cropping, crop failure replanted, 
and similar uuusualland uses. Conservation reserve acres reported as of Aug. 14, 
1959, for 1959 and estimated Dec. 1, 1959, for 1960. 

' Includes acreage devoted to fruits and nuts, which is ineligible for the conserva
tion reserve program, but which is included in census total cropland acreage. 

TABLE 1.-Estimated adjustments in specified land uses and production due to 1959 and 1960 conservation reserve programs 

Estimated acreage Estimated production adjustment Estimated acreage Estimated production adjustment 
adjustment 

Former cropland use 
adjustment 

1959 1960 pre- 1959 1960 pre-
revised llminary revised I liminary 1 

Thou- Thou- Thou- ThCYL£-
sands ~anda aanda aanda 1. Oorn ___ _______________ 3,518 4,579 148,099 183,174 2. Wheat ____ __ __________ 2,330 3,080 46,130 61,607 8. Cotton _______________ 517 660 407 491 (. Peanuts ___ ________ ____ 113 148 106,581 131,905 

6. Rice_ ------------ ----- 5 7 165 215 

6. Tobacco __ ------------ 11 15 17,296 23,332 7. Oats __________________ 3,237 4,082 108,115 139,589 
8. Barley---------------- 1,245 1,616 ·32, '626 42,496 
9. Soybeans __ ----------- 860 1,089 18,402 21,236 

10. Sorghum grain ________ 3,458 3,837 122,069 108,984 
11. Flaxseed_ ____________ _ 433 599 2,686 4, 369 
12. Dry edible beans ______ 67 84 583 799 

Former cropland use 

Units 1959 1960 pre- 1959 1960 pre- Units 
revised liminary revised 1 liminary 1 

-------11-----------'---l---- -------------------

Bushels. 
Do. 

Bales. 
Pounds. 
Bags (100 

pounds.) 
Pounds. 
Bushels. 

Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 

Bags (100 
pounds). 

13. Irish potatoes ________ _ 

14. Hay and pasture _____ _ 

15. Vegetables ___ ________ _ 
16. Other crops __________ _ 
17. Summer fallow, idle and failure _________ _ 

18. Total, including 
duplication'-----

19. Estimated reserve 
acreage 2_ ----- ---- - -

Thou-
rand& 

29 

3,659 

176 
1,360 

1, 959 
----

22,977 

22,422 

Thou-
1and1 

39 

4,992 

224 
1,696 

2,571 
----

29,318 

28,620 

Thou-
aanda 

5,900 

5,854 

----------
----------
--------------

Thou-
aand8 

9,063 Hundred-

7,587 
weight. 

Tons, hay 
equivalent. 

----------
----------
----------

. 1 Production adjustment for 1959 is based on 1959 crop yields adjusted for location 
and quality of reserve acres; 1960 estimate is based on recent normal yield adjusted 
for location and quality of participating land. 

2 Item 18 exceeds item 19 because of double cropping, crop failure replanted and 
similar unusual land uses. Total reserve acreage was estimated based on most recent 
allocation of authorization funds to States and indicated costs per acre. 

USDA REPORTS 6.3 MILLION NEW ACRES IN 
CoNSERVATION RESERVE IN 1960 

New acreage placed in the conservation 
reserve of the soil be,.nk in 1960 exceeds 6.8 
million acres, surpassing the announced 
acreage goal for the program year by more 
than 1 million acres, the U.S. Department o! 
Agriculture reported today. 

The Department said reports from oounty 
agricultural stabilization and conservation 
offices have been tabulated showing a pre
liminary total of 6,317,946 acres that will be 
in the program for the first time when the 
new contract year begins April 15, 1960. The 
acreage goal was announced last summer at 
5,100,000 acres-the estimate at that time 
of the new acreage that could be taken into 
the conservation reserve this year with avail
able "funds. 

The larger acreage accepted for contr~ts 1s 
chiefly the result of two !actors: (1) Con
servation practices are being established 

more economically than in the past; and (2) 
per-acre annual payment rates under 1960 
contracts are lower than anticipated. The 
competitive bidding system used in award
ing contracts has resulted in an estimated 
average annual rental payment for the new 
1960 acres o! $12.90 per acre, compared with 
a national average per-acre rate of $13.50 
announced 1n advance for the year. Field 
reports also indicate that the quality of land 
placed under contract in 1960 is higher than 
in any previous year. 

The preliminary report for 1960 brings the 
cumulative total o! oonservation reserve 
contracts that will be 1n effect this year to 
805,003 contracts involving 28,432,186 acres. 
Both annual and cumulative totals wlll be 
increased slightly when work is completed on 
approximately 3,000 contracts still being 
processed. 

Approximately 80 percent o! the farmers 
placing new land 1n the pl'ogram for 1960 

elected to come in on a "whole farm" basis; 
that ls, to place all their eligible cropland 
under contract. This is of maximum effec
tiveness in checking surplus production, 
since the entire farm is withdrawn from 
crops and usually from livestock production 
as wen. 

Under a whole farm contract, the family 
may continue to live on the farm, and recent 
field studies indicate that most of them are 
doing so. In some instances farmers who 
would have sold and moved off their farms 
are retiring and continuing to live on them. 
Some who have shifted to nonfarm work and 
are continuing to live on their farms said 
they would have moved to towns or cities if 
they had not had the opportunity to obtain 
a reasonable return !rom their farm prop
erty through the conservation reserve. 

New conservation reserve particip~tion will 
be particularly heavy in 1960 in wheat-pro
ducing areas. The five leading States in new 
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1960 acreage-accounting for more than a 
third of the total-are Kansas, North Dakota, 
Oklahoma., South Dakota, and Texas, all 
major wheat States. During the 1960 crop 
season the reserve will contain more than 
3 million acres formerly devoted to wheat. 
For other crops, 14 million acres formerly 
devoted to feed grains, nearly 2 million acres 
formerly devoted to oilseeds, and 660,000 

acres formerly producing cotton wlll be in 
the conservation reserve and out of produc
tion. 

The conservation reserve is a program in 
which farmers voluntarily sign contracts 
with the Government to retire cropland from 
production and devote it to conservation 
uses, such as grass and tree cover and wildlife 
shelter. The contracts provide that the Gov
ernment will make an annual rental pay-

ment to the contract signer and will assist 
in establishing the conservation use on the 
land. Contracts may be for 3 to 10 years, 
depending upon the conservation use to be 
established and the wishes of the farmer. 

The accompanying table shows, by States, 
the preliminary figures on number of con
tracts with new 1960 acres, number of new 
1960 acres, and 1959-60 cumulative totals on 
number of contracts and acres: 

Conservation 1·eserve program: Contmcts and reserve acres for 1960 new participation and cumulative participation (preliminary) 

State 
Number of 
contracts 
with 1960 
new acres 

1960new 
acres 

Alabama__________________ 2,141 110,382 
Arizona_------------------ -------------- ------------ --
Arkansas_________________ _ 2, 535 147,226 
California____ __ ___________ 229 40,683 
ColoradO------------------ 368 85,789 
Connecticut_______________ 52 1, 243 
Delaware__________________ 50 2, 874 
Florida____ _______________ _ 641 65,603 
Georgia______________ __ ___ 4,040 270,407 
Idaho_________ __ ___ _______ 465 72,858 
llllnols___ _____ _________ ___ 1, 335 99,027 
Indiana_______ ____ ______ __ 2, 239 137,529 
Iowa______________________ 1, 912 175, 039 
Kansas____________________ 2, 826 323,596 
Kentucky----------------- 1, 053 80, 648 
Louisiana_________________ 672 40,734 
Maine __ ------------------ 776 37,021 
Maryland_________________ 349 18,290 
Massachusetts------------ 29 849 
Michigan __ --------------- 3, 773 240,334 
Minnesota________________ 2, 769 219,059 
Mississippi________________ 1,126 52,639 
MissourL________________ 2, 890 230,052 
Montana_________________ _ 481 156, 384 

ebraska __ --------------- 1, 795 203, 384 I 

APPRECIATION FOR THE CARE OF 
EASTER SEASON VISITORS TO THE 
CAPITOL 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad
dress the House for 1 minute and to re
vise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Speaker, I wan.t to pay tribute to you, to 
the employees of the House, to the 
guides, the attendants in the gallery, and 
to the police, inside and outside the Cap
itol, for the fine way they have handled 
the tremendous crowds that have been 
milling in and out of the Capitol in the 
past days. It has been a tremendous 
happiness to me that such could be the 
case, because with the crowds there were 
inside and outside the capitol there 
easily could have been a riot without un
derstanding police. Everybody deserves 
the greatest possible credit and appre
ciation. 

Many, many thanks, Mr. Speaker. 

LEGISLATION PROPOSED TO DE
FINE THE AUTHORITY OF MON
ITORS EMPLOYED IN LABOR 
UNION DISPUTES 
The SPEAKER. Under the previous 

order of the House, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. KASEM] is recognized 
for 1 hour. 

Mr. KASEM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks and include extraneous 
matter. 

1956-60 
cumulative 
total con

tracts 

8, 217 
66 

9,552 
1,091 
4,690 

199 
284 

2,199 
15,159 
1,534 
6,157 
7,837 
7,690 

12,631 
5,324 
3,248 
2, 713 
1,494 

115 
11,649 
20,762 
5,842 

10,894 
1, 992 
7,392 

1956--60 
cumulative 
total acres 

401,100 
7,397 

604,630 
205,768 

1, 267,215 
4,807 

18,404 
231,295 

1,050,686 
292,538 
440,816 
488,826 
656,221 

1,439, 857 
373,593 
214,516 
125,225 
85,115 
2,971 

716,041 
1,945,674 

335,991 
831,340 
606,142 

'873, 656 

State 

Nevada __ -----------------New Hampshire __________ 
New Jersey_--------------
New Mexico ___ -----------New York ________________ 
North Carolina __ ____ ______ 
North Dakota ___ __________ 
Ohio ______________________ 
Oklahoma _________________ 
Oregon _______ ___ _ ---------
Pennsylvania __ ------- ____ 
Rhode Island _____ ______ __ 
South Carolina _____ ----- --
South Dakota _____________ 
Tennessee ______ ______ -----
Texas_ ------------------- -
Utah ___ __ --- - ___ ---- __ ----Vermont_ __ ______ _______ __ 
Virginia __ _____ ______ _ -----
Washington _______________ 
West Virginia _____________ 
Wisconsin _________ --------
Wyoming _____ ________ ____ 

TotaL _____ ----------

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. KASEM. Mr. Speaker, today I 

introduced legislation which was pre
viously introduced by the chairman of 
our Subcommittee on Claims, the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. LANE] 
pertaining to the scope of the authority 
of the monitors who are employed in 
labor union disputes or in labor union 
affairs. May I say that other Members 
besides myself have ,introduced iden
tical legislation. We seek in this legis
lation to curtail the function of the 
monitors so that they will not operate 
and supervise unions but that they be 
confined to the duty of conserving the 
assets. 

In this bill we put forth what has long 
been considered by most lawyers to be 
the law, but developments recently in 
the Cunningham against English case, or 
better known as the Teamster case, has 
caused us to have most serious doubts. 

The proposed legislation would amend 
the Non·is-La Guardia Act by prohibit
ing Federal courts from appointing re
ceivers or other officers to administer or 
govern the internal affairs of a labor 
organization, except to preserve assets 
pursuant to the union election provi
sions of the Landrum -Griffin Act. 

This proposal is intended to insure 
that the Federal courts will not asswne 
the function of running labor unions. 

The proposal keeps unimpaired the 
traditional judicial power to redress 
wrongs by the judge's own order. It 
prohibits only use of 'the authority of a 
Federal court to run a labor union. No 
judge can supervise the running of un
ion by himself; participation of sub-

Number of 
contracts 
with 1960 
new acres 

--------------
101 
367 

5 
3,208 
2,477 
3,979 
3,090 
3, 720 

505 
2, 767 

1 
3,522 
3,556 
2,034 
5,047 

157 
225 
695 
534 
798 

4,002 
97 

75,432 

1956-60 
acres 

--------------
2,409 

15,991 
660 

166,858 
82,414 

855,695 
184,679 
295,866 
50,956 

135,567 
25 

175,462 
545,567 
139,663 
417,891 
28,319 
8,572 

38,066 
66,626 
20,986 

251,796 
22,228 

6,317, 946 

1956-60 
cumulative 
total con

tracts 

1 
456 

1,089 
3,505 
9,687 
7, 789 

12,141 
8,905 

16,893 
2,278 
7,392 

4 
11,893 
10,972 
7,886 

33,769 
954 

1,019 
2,404 
2,200 
1,821 

12,666 
548 

305,003 

1956-60 
cumulative 
total acres 

13 
11,911 
50,627 

865,404 
511,386 
268,307 

2,661,348 
519,872 

1,471, 573 
235,906 
373,137 

62 
635,782 

1,807,683 
. 489,058 

3,639,465 
237,641 
33,662 

116,287 
333,207 
58,786 

767,135 
124,110 

28,432,186 

ordinate judicial officers is necessarily 
required. The bill proposes to accom
plish its object by prohibiting the use 
of subordinate officers for this purpose, 
thus leaving traditional judicial power 
unimpaired. The proposed legislation 
will not come into play as long as the 
judge does not delegate any part of his 
authority to a receiver or similar officer, 
as long as he is acting himself in the 
familiar context of judicially cognizable 
cases and controversies. The principle 
underlying this proposal is that the 
function of the Federal courts is to de
cide particular cases and not to under
take general supervision over labor 
organizations. 

This is a familiar but fundamental 
principle. Because of it, the Federal 
courts have refused to impose receiver
ships even upon business enterprises in 
the absence of clear proof that no other 
remedy is available to preserve the assets 
from imminent danger of dissipation. 
And except as specifically provided by 
statute, they have granted receiverships 
only in few, special cases, most often in
solvency. Certainly the Federal courts 
have never assumed control merely be
cause they believed the business could be 
run better or with higher morality. 
Never has a receivership rested on the 
character of the actual managers, as 
opposed to the impact of their conduct on 
the financial standing of the business. 
Never has a court even hinted that it 
might entertain a possible belief that it 
could order a business "into receivership 
for moral insolvency at the top level." 
This was the suggestion recently made 
by Godfrey P. Schmidt, as a basis for 
imposing a Federal receivership on a la
bor union. Deposition, April 6, 1960, in 
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Cunningham v. English <U.S.D.C., D.C. gates, and they asked the Federal court 
C.A. No. 2361-57, p. 75). to stay-! forget just actually what the 

The Supreme Court has consistently legal remedy sought was, but it was to 
condemned receiverships for the sake of · prevent the assumption of the presidency 
receiverships. Time and again it has de- by James Hoffa. 
clared that a receivership must not be Mr. BRAY. Then, in a general way, 
granted as "an end itself" <Kelloom v. they were alleging that the election was 
Maryland Casualty Co. (312 U.S. 377, unfair and that steps be taken to have 
380), Gordon v. Washington (295 U.S. a fair election to protect their rights as 
30, 37)), but only for the few legitimate members and having a fair election; is 
ends long recognized in the law; Ac- that generally what happened? 
cordingly, the Federal courts have been Mr. KASEM. This was the reason for 
most reluctant to impose receiverships. the stipulation, to provide for the ap
Typical is the following statement in pointment of monitors as caretakers and 
Skirvin v. Mesta <lOth Cir., 1.41 F. 2d to provide for an election that would be 
668, 673) : of a proper character. 

A court should be cautious and circum- Mr. BRAY. Now, who was the other 
spect in the exertion of the remedy because party? Was it the International Team
perversion or abuse may work great hardship. sters Union, or was it Mr. Hoffa and 

In the case of labor organizations the other members of the union, or do you 
potential evils resulting from perversion recall? 
or abuse of the power to impose receiver- Mr. KASEM. The defendants in the 
ships are multiplied. Labor organiza- case were-well, technically, I better be 
tions are voluntary associations, created careful about it. 
and maintained to serve the interests and Mr. BRAY. It is not material, but at 
welfare of the membership. Federal law least there was a suit filed by 13 union 
protects and guarantees the right of the members wanting an election? 
members to select their own officers and Mr. KASEM. Yes. 
determine internal union policies, the Mr. BRAY. Then the court did not 
freedom of the members to exercise that order an election but it appointed these 
right, and affords a member redress monitors; is that correct? 
against violators. Mr. KASEM. The stipulation, if I am 

Mr. BRAY. Mr. Speaker, will the correct, provided that the plaintiff 
gentleman yield? would appoint a monitor, the plaintiff 

Mr. KASEM. I yield to the gentle- being the 13 members, bringing a class 
man from Indiana. suit on behalf of the entire member-

Mr. BRAY. I have not read the bill ship, and the administration of the 
that the gentleman refers to but I have union or, in effect, Mr. Hoffa as the de
briefly studied the bill introduced by the fendant would appoint one, and the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. court would appoint the third monitor, 
LANE], in the Judiciary Committee. Is there being three monitors. 
the bill that the gentleman is intro- Mr. BRAY. Has there ever been an 
ducing or has introduced the same or election ordered by these monitors or by 
similar? the Federal court? 

Mr. KASEM. It ·is identical. I might Mr. KASEM. No, there has not been, 
further add that the bill was introduced and there have been repeated requests. 
at the request of a member of the execu- There are pres.ently, I believe-! do not 
tive committee of the AFL-CIO. know what the figure is-60,000 or 100,-

Mr. BRAY. There is one other ques- 000 members of the Teamsters Union 
tion I would like to ask. How long ago that have petitioned for their rights as 
was it that these monitors were ap- now provided under the Landrum-Grif
pointed, roughly? fin bill for a new election. Prior to that 

Mr. KASEM. Well, certainly in ex- there was action taken by members say
cess of 1 year ago, in the case of the ing they substituted themselves as the 
Teamsters. And in that case they were representative parties for the member-
selected pursuant to a stipulation be- d d t t 
tween the adversary parties. However, ship holding that the 13 i no ac on 

behalf of the membership in not pur
the court took it upon itself to extend suing the demand for an election. 
the time, the original stipulation being Mr. BRAY. Now, the original plain
for 1 year, and to alter the terms of the tiffs, 13 in number, and those additional 
stipulation. f h 

Mr. BRAY. was there any agreement ones that have come in, all o t ose 
between the parties, in the stipulation have asked for an election? 
between the parties, changing the length Mr. KASEM. Yes. 
of time and the powers of the monitors? Mr. BRAY. Generally they have 

Mr. KASEM. No. I believe, on the asked for an election. The head of the 
contrary, that it was resisted by one of Teamsters Union, Mr. Hoffa, and the 
the parties defendant. other members, have they asked for an 

Mr. BRAY. I would like to ask an- election? 
other question. At the time these moni- Mr. KASEM. Well, I cannot really 
tors were appointed, as I recall, that was answer you, but I understand they want 
brought about by a suit :flled in the an election very badly and they are now 
Federal court by 13 or 16, some number, pressing for it. 
of members of the Teamsters Union al- Mr. BRAY. I have been getting let
Ieging that the last national election, as ters from members in my district-! 
I recall it, was rigged; is that correct? assume they are members of the Team-

Mr. KASEM. Yes, that is the case. sters Union-personally I know some of 
There was an allegation of certain im- them are-and generally they are asking 
proprieties in the selection of the dele- to be given an election guaranteed, well, 

by the Landrum -Griffin bill, I guess. 
Anyway, it was guaranteed earlier than 
that. Do you know of any reason why 
they have not been given the right to 
have an election? 

Mr. KASEM. I could speculate on 
the reasons arising from the attitude of 
the court, and so on, but I really have 
nothing to back it up with. I do not 
know the real reason. All I know is that 
they have been denied an election. Per
haps I could enlighten my colleague by 
reading him a letter written by William 
Goffen which was published in the "Let
ters to the Editor" column of the Wash
ington Post, where he deals with this 
subject. It is not too long and I would 
interrupt my dissertation long enough 
to read it. The title is "Monitors in 
Trouble": 

Upon reading your April 12 editorial en
titled "Monitors in Trouble," one cannot 
help but wonder whether the Washington 
Post, great- newspaper though it is, gets all 
its information on the monitorship from 
O'Donoghue and Schmidt. 

And as an aside I think these two 
gentlemen were two of the three moni
tors. 

Since when is it in "the public interest" 
to let two anti-Teamster monitors, O'Donog
hue and McShane, function while barring 
a Teamster representative? William E. Bufa
lino, a lawyer and union official, should not 
be blacklisted by reason of a metaphor ap
plied by a publicity seeking, labor-baiting 
Senator. 

Since I do not know who that is, I 
cannot be accused of violating a per
sonal privilege. 

Certainly the Teamsters have a right to 
the representative of their choice, subject 
to removal only for just cause, at least as 
clearly as the dissident union members had 
to representation by Schmidt until his resig
nation after the Court of Appeals for the 
District Circuit found him guilty of conflict 
of interest. 

And when did it become a monitorship 
obligation "to purge the union," especially 
since the Secretary of Labor has found full 
compliance with the Landrum-Griffin Act 
provisions prohibiting the holding of office 
by persons convicted of certain crimes? The 
primary purpose of the consent decree of 
January 31, 1958, was the holding of a new 
election of union officers in 1 year, after 
which the monitorship was to be dissolved. 

Instead, the monitorship has succeeded in 
turning its appointment into a perpetual 
political plum, costing the rank and file so 
far about $1 million. While the monitors 
have thus found it profitable over the past 
2 years to publicize that purging the union 
is a prerequisite to an election, actually an 
election by secret ballot could have been 
arranged within 3 months, as has been at
tested by the Election Institute, labor elec
tion specialists. 

The deprivation of 1.6 million Teamsters 
of their right to vote for the international 
officers of their choice is no more defensible, 
legally, than to deprive stockholders of the 
right to vote for the officers of their cor
poration. 

Instead of furthering the public interest, 
the dangerous precedent created by such 
lawless action is a threat to all segments of 
our economy far transcending any monitor
ship threat to Hoffa. If, instead of trying 
to get Hoffa, the monitors performed their 
lawful functions, they would at long last 
permit an election, the democratic way for 
"purging" any group. 
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I hope that helps to enlighten my 

colleague. 
Mr. BRAY. One more question, if 

the gentleman will permit. Does the 
gentleman believe that his bill, if en
acted, would get for the Teamsters 
Union-! am not talking about Mr. 
Hoffa, but for members of the Teamsters 
Union-the right to elect their officials? 

Mr. KASEM. I would hope it would. 
I cannot assume that that would neces
sarily follow, but I think that it would 
probably follow: The monitors have an 
assigned function. If they were limited 
by law in the supervisory activity that 
they have usurped for themselves they 
would then, perhaps, get to the business 
that they were created for and provide 
an election so that the 1.6 million Team
sters in the United States could elect 
their representatives and let them pass 
on the character of their officers, which 
is the democratic process. 

Mr. BRAY. Has the gentleman made 
any study as to any legislation that 
might be better than this that would 
give them the right to elect their own 
officials as they see fit? 

Mr. KASEM. There was a bill passed 
in this Congress some time back which 
is popularly known-! do not know if it 
is popularly known, but is commonly 
known-as the Landrum-Griffin bill. 
That bill contains provisions that would 
effect that end. So far it has failed to 
achieve that result. 

Mr. BRAY. Plainly they have not 
had their· election. I am trying to find 
some method whereby the members of 
any union through the democratic proc
ess can elect their leadership. This is 
my only interest, not for any special 
individual, but it is the handling of it 
in the democratic way. I frankly 
thought that there was legislation that 
did give them that right. At least, if 
there is such legislation something has 
failed in the administration of it because 
up until late today they had not got 
the right to have their election. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KASEM. I yield to the gentle
man from Michigan. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. In order at least to 
have the record straight, would the gen
tleman agree with the fact that the 
Teamsters election out of which grew 
the appointment of the monitors took 
place prior to the enactment of the labor 
law last year? 

Mr. KASEM. Yes. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. The law applies pros

pectively, and applies to elections held 
after that date. Would the gentleman 
agree with that? 

Mr. KASEM. Yes. It applies inso
far as any provisions that would be in 
effect as to the · results of the election. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. In other words, any 
election held after the effective date of 
the act could be challenged under the 
provision of that act, but any election 
held prior to that act would not be sub
ject to that act. 

Mr. KASEM. No, I think the elec
tion was successfully challenged with
out the need or use of the Landrum
Griffin bill. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. That is right, it was 
challenged before the act became· ef-

fective and the monitors were appointed 
pursuant to a consent decree. 

Mr. KASEM. Right. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. I think that some

what clarifies why this act is not com
pletely applicable. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr: KASEM. I yield to the gentle
man from Tilinois. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Within the frame
work of that explanation as to the ef
fective date of the act, is it not correct 
that the election that had been held in 
the Teamsters' Union prior to the pass
age of the act had been set aside by the 
Court when the monitors were appointed · 
under a consent decree? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. No; if the gentleman 
will yield for a reply, I do not believe the 
election was set aside. As I understand 
it there was no further challenge to the 
election after the parties entered into a 
stipulation agreeing to entry of a con
sent decree allowing Mr. Hoffa to con
tinue as president provisionally. This 
was an arrangement agreed to by the 
parties to the litigation. 

Mr. KASEM. May I address a ques
tion to the gentleman from Michigan? 
The gentleman from Michigan does 
agree with me that the present arrange
ment was made for the purpose of hav
ing subsequently thereto, or provisional
ly, an election that would satisfy the 
courts of the ·democratic process? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Certainly, it is my un
derstanding that the original petition of 
the 13 dissident members was for that 
purpose, and if the attorneys or those 
representing the Teamsters Union at the 
time had not agreed to a consent decree, 
I believe the probable outcome of the 
proceedings would have been a new elec
tion. But instead of allowing the pro
ceedings to take a regular course, the 
parties agreed to entry of the consent 
decree which permitted the court, with
out challenge to its jurisdiction, to ap
point the monitors. 

Mr. KASEM. Does the gentleman 
contend that the monitors' notice to pro
vide an election or that this monitorial 
arrangement supersedes an election? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. No, I would suppose 
that in due course the court would order 
a new election. I would imagine, though, 
that it might be of interest to the mem
bers of the Teamsters Union to see the 
outcome of the present litigation in 
which Mr. Hoffa's right to serve as the 
president has been questioned. I believe 
that trial is about to begin. I think the 
people of the country as well as the mem
bers of the Teamsters Union might like 
to see what evidence is developed in that 
proceeding. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield so I may propound an
other question to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. GRIFFIN]? 

Mr. KASEM. I yield. 
Mr. PUCINSKI. Is it correct then 

that without the consent decree that was 
entered into, setting up the present presi
dent as a provisional president, one of 
the duties of the monitors was to create 
a situation and set up a situation where
in the election would be held. And do 
I understand the history of this case 
properly in assuming this particular road 

was taken at that time because there was 
no law on the books to deal with this 
particular situation? Subsequent to 
that, the 1959 act was passed and now 
there is machinery for finding redress 
of grievances in the words of the phrase 
used by the dissident group. Is my un
derstanding of that quite correct along 
those lines? 

Mr. KASEM. I yield to the gentle
man for a reply. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Of course, I cannot 
tell you what was in the minds of the 
parties when they entered into the con
sent decree. I am not particularly trying 
to pass my judgment on the advisability 
of setting up the monitorship in the first 
place. I arose originally only to com
ment on the jurisdiction of the court to 
do so and the applicability of the new 
labor law. 

Mr. KASEM. I would like to ask the 
gentleman from Michigan, who is a co
author of the Landrum-Griffin bill, if he 
feels it is proper for a Federal court to 
take supervisorial powers over a labor 
organization and to manage the affairs 
of a labor organization. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I certainly think 
whenever a court of equity assumes such 
power and appoints a receiver or ap
points monitors or otherwise takes over 
an organization, whether it be an asso
ciation, a corporation or a labor union, 
it should be a very unusual situation for 
it is an extraordinary procedure to be 
exercised by a court. There is no ques
tion about that. Whether or not, and 
for how long this receivership or moni
torship should continue, I certainly am 
not going to pass judgment. There are 
remedies available to the parties. If 
the court of equity exceeds its power, the 
situation can be corrected by appeal to 
a higher court. 

Mr. KASEM. May I ask the gentle
man, when such a situation as this arises, 
should it not be the object of the court 
and its officers to bring that situation to 
a halt and terminate the jurisdiction of 
the court as soon as it is practicable to 
do so? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I think as a general 
proposition that is a good statement. I 
certainly would not comment on what 
would be the appropriate length of time 
in this particular proceeding and I d" not 
think this is in our province nor would it 
be appropriate for us to do so. 

Mr. KASEM. Wherever it appears that 
a situation was created because of im
proprieties in an election and that this 
could be corrected by the holding of a 
new, proper, and correctly held election, 
that should be expedited as soon as pos
sible; would that not follow? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I can only recall for 
the gentleman the fact that the monitor
ship was established by the consent-de
cree agreement of the parties to this liti
gation. If they do not like this position, 
it should be recalled that they put them
selves in it. 

Mr. KASEM. Yes, and I might remind 
the gentleman there is no provisional law 
that permits a court to continue a stipu
lation beyond the agreed time or to alter 
the provisions of it, as has been done 
here. 

May I go on and finish my statement? 
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It is abhorrent to our system to allow The clear, deliberate congressional 

outsiders, and partioolarly judicial om- policy in Landrum-Griffin is that the 
cers, to supersede this right of union . union membership decides who its om
members or dictate to the union, through cers shall be, the union membership ex
receivership or other supervisory tech- elusively. It is not the courts. It is not 
niques, the practices or policies or officers the Secretary of Labor. It is not the 
it may or may not have. complaining member or any dissident 

This is not to say that unions are or minority. It is not any outsider and cer
should be immune to general legal stand- tainly not .any public official. Congress 
ards; or that courts may not protect the could obviously have qualified the ex
rights of union members as established elusive control of the membership; it 
by law. But determination of what gen- did, after all, assign certain roles to the 
eral policies and standards are to govern Secretary and to the courts. But Con
the internal affairs of unions is a legisla- gress was very clear and certain about 
tive, not a judicial, prerogative. And the fundamental values of democracy 
Congress has fixed such policies and and free associations which it was in
standards as it wished to establish in this tent on preserving and protecting. 
area in the Landrum-Griffin Act. This legislation is essential to main-

The fundamental principle underlying tain that congressional purpose. To 
that legislation is that ultimate responsi- permit a Federal court to run a labor 
bility for operating a union, for its poli- union is to frustrate the policy carefully 
cies and its choice of officers must be enacted by the Congress. To permit a 
lodged in the membership. secretary of Federal court to regulate the qualifica
Labor Mitchell expressed it as follows, in tions of candidates for union office, or 
testifying for the bill: to veto any particular individual, is the 

The administration does not believe that antithesis of the policy expressed in 
Landrum -Griffin. The purpose and the 

the Government should inject itself into the effect of that act is to vest sole and final internal affairs of any organization more 
than is absolutely necessary to correct the selection of union officers in the union 
evils which must be remedied. We believe membership. The proposed legislation 
that it is wise to proceed cautiously and to insures this result by prohibiting Federal 
leave as much as possible to the responsibility courts from making the decisions and 
to improve their own organizations which . choices which Congress has reserved for 
informed union members may be expected the membership. 
to exercise when they have access to the 
necessary information and the right by secret This legislation is necessary to pre-
vote to select and to remove the officers whom serve the reputation, dignity and stature 
they entrust with administration of their of the Federal courts. Just as the Norris
organization. La Guardia Act was necessary in the face 

Congress intended that this policy ap- of injunctions in labor disputes, this pro-
posal is necessary in the face of receiv

ply in the case of union elections. This is erships or monitorships over labor organ-
demonstrated by the following comment izations. That judicial officers should 
in the Senate committee report: supervise labor unions is contrary to the 

One final point is significant. Since union fundamentals of our jurisprudence. It 
business must not be brought to a standstill 
whenever an election is challenged, it is nee- involves the courts in performance of 
essary to make some provision for the conduct legislative and administrative-that is, 
of business while the proceeding is in prog- by definition, nonjudicial-functions. 
ress. It would be intolerable for the Govern- Moreover, it is destructive of the standing 
ment to appoint outsiders to act as re- of the Federal judiciary, for it casts the 
ceivers. * • • A union election should be court in the role of partisan, striving 
presumed valid until the contrary can be to · attain a predetermined objective, 
reasonably established. There would be the rather than in the accustomed role of 
least disruption of normal procedure within 
the union if they were continued in office. adjudicator of causes under law. And it 
However, the ultimate decisions upon this is further detrimental to the welfare of 
point should be made by the labor unions the judicial system because it bogs the 
themselves (S. Rept. No. 187, 86th Cong., courts down in a morass of details and 
1st sess., 22 ( 1959) ) . controversies arising from monitorial as-

The provisions of the act effectuate sumption of the tasks of administering a 
this policy of leaving the final determi- labor union. 
nation to the membership under all cir- These evils are illustrated by the course 
cumstances. Even where the Federal of Cunningham v. English <U.S. District 
court and the Secretary of Labor find Court for the District of Columbia, Civil 
that a union election has been "rigged" Action No. 2361-57). In that case, as a 
or otherwise invalid, Congress pre- result of a consent decree, pending con
scribed that the officer may not be re- duct of a new election and convention, 
moved except upon a membership vote- the court undertook to supervise com
section 402. And even if there is a find- pliance by officers of the Teamsters Un
ing that the union officer has been guilty ion with provisions of the international 
of serious misconduct in office, the ulti- constitution, to police their observance 
mate remedy is a membership vote on of fiduciary standards and to institute 
his removal. Section 401 (h). If the administrative and procedural reforms 
membership votes to retain him, he stays within the union. This was to be accom
in office. His background may be un- plished through the device of a three
savory; his election may originally have man board of monitors, officers of the 
been obviously invalid; his misconduct court, one to be designated by the plain
in office may be gross. But if the mem- tiffs, one by the defendants and one by 
bership so desires, he retains his union the parties jointly. This device has not 
office. In no circumstance can a union been successful in achieving results or in 
officer be removed if the membership de- bringing the litigation to an end. In
sires to retain him in office. deed, although the protections afforded 

by the Landrum-Griffin bill themselves 
guarantee that a fairly and honestly 
conducted convention and election may 
now be held and that officers as elected 
will fairly reflect the democratic choice 
of the membership, a new convention is 
being blocked in order to perpetuate 
judicial control over the union. Since 
the monitorship will terminate only aft
er a new election of officers, the end of 
the case is nowhere in sight. The court 
has become embroiled in internal union 
controversies and its very impartiality 
has been publicly questioned. 

There has been sharp ·controversy not 
only between the Board and the union; 
but, in addition, within the board of 
monitors itself. For a considerable pe
riod the plaintiffs' monitor, who was also 
the plaintiffs' attorney, and the jointly 
nominated monitor saw eye to eye and 
voted together, with the monitor nomi
nated by the defendants frequently in 
opposition. The plaintiffs' monitor, 
faced with conflict of interest charges, 
resigned. His successor at first agreed 
with the jointly nominated monitor and 
then, on important issues, began to op
pose him and to vote with defendants' 
monitor. Judge Letts thereupon re
moved the plaintiffs' monitor, because, 
the Wall Street Journal says, the judge 
thought "he did not have his heart in his 
work." . 

To replace him the court appointed a 
former FBI agent who had earlier in
vestigated Hoffa. He was nominated, 
however, by Godfrey P. Schmidt, the 
original attorney and monitor for the 
plaintiffs, who was discharged by the 
plaintiffs. Schmidt had already been 
repudiated by his clients before he 
nominated McShane as plaintiffs' mon
itor. Moreover, when the defendants' 
monitor asked to resign for reasons of 
health, the court refused to allow him to 
do so. 

Furthermore, over 160,000 members of 
the union are now seeking to intervene 
in the suit, claiming that the member
ship is inadequately represented by the 
13 members who originally brought suit 
in a class action nominally on behalf of 
all members. Those seeking interven
tion claim that the court, through a 
majority of the board of monitors, is 
determined to oust Hoffa and prevent 
him from running for union office with
out giving the membership an oppor
tunity in a free, fair and honest election 
to vote for or against him. They claim 
that the monitorship is being deliber
ately prolonged until that goal has been 
accomplished. They say that the litiga
tion is being maintained, not in the gen
eral membership interest, but to foster 
the interests of a dissident minority 
represented by plaintiffs, as against the 
majority of the membership. 

The damage this has wreaked upon 
the Federal courts is reflected in the 
April 6, 1960 editorial of the Wall Street 
Journal. This editorial pointed out that 
the record in the case left the court open 
to a charge of "rigging" the board 
against Hoffa. It decried the fact that 
"a Federal court has become as entangled 
as this one in trying to manage the 
Teamsters." With evident regret it ob
served that "a Federal judge with other 
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judicial duties has to spend a great deal 
of time trying to run a labor union." 
This kind of public comment, par
ticularly if it is justified, does harm to 
the Federal courts which the Congress 
should prevent. 

This proposed legislation will enable 
the Federal courts to devote themselves 
to their normal judicial functions, with
out the need to consider or undertake the 
administration of a labor organization. 
This legislation will further the purpose 
of having union member~hip, rather 
than judicial officers, run labor unions. 
It is consistent with the fundamental 
nature of our economic and political sys
tem, and with Congressional legislation 
in this field. This proposed legislation 
should be supported and enacted.. 

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KASEM. I yield. 
Mr. O'NEILL. I want to congratulate 

the gentleman from California, Mr. 
Speaker, on his fine remarks and to say 
that I am in favor of the bill filed by my 
colleague from Massachusetts [Mr. 
LANE]. Possibly tomorrow, or within a 
day or two, I intend to introduce a simi
lar bill. 

I had a few remarks to say the other 
day when I believe the gentleman from 
California and other Members were talk
ing about the Teamsters Union. I ex
plained about the Teamsters Union in 
Massachusetts. That is the only place 
with which I am familiar with them. I 
know Nick Morrissey who is the New 
England regional director for the Team
sters. I have a very high regard for him 
as a friend and neighbor and all who 
know him, who live near him or have 
dealings with him have the same high 
regard for him that I have. 

Last year we passed the Landrum
Griffin Act. I was one of 50-odd who 
voted against it. I voted for all the sub
stitutes, I believe, with the exception of 
the Shelley bill. The Landrum-Griffin 
bill is the law of the land. I think it is 
a ridiculous situation when you take into 
consideration the fact that the Team
sters Union are paying about $2,000 a 
day, coming out of the pockets of the 
hard-working men who drive these over
the-road trucks and who are responsible 
for our great highway transportation 
freight hauling system in this Nation, 
that they should have to pay at the rate 
they are presently paying for this board 
that has been set up by the court. 

The Landrum-Grillin bill is the law of 
the land, and I think as the law of the 
land it should take precedence and take 
the place of the present setup. I think 
the legislation that has been introduced 
recently on this subject should be passed 
by the Congress. I think the judge 
should step out. 

If there is anything wrong with the 
Teamsters Union-! am not arguing 
whether they are clean or not clean, for 
as I say all I know is the local situation 
in my State, but I believe a national elec
tion should be held, and I believe once 
and for all the law of the land should 
be lived up to and we should get rid of 
the monitor system as presently set up. 

Mr. KASEM. I thank the gentleman 
from Massachusetts for his remarks. I 

may say also that I have had but little 
contact with the Teamsters Union, but 
those few members of the Teamsters 
Union I have known have seemed to me 
to be persons of splendid character. I 
did not introduce this bill for the specific 
purpose of helping Mr. Hoffa or the 
Teamsters Union or any private group. 

Mr. O'NEILL. I understand how the 
gentleman feels. I feel the same way. I 
may say that in the past 10 days my of
fice has been barraged by members of 
the Teamsters Union, and I mean by the 
rank-and-file members of that union. I 
live in a metropolitan area in a city 
which is comprised of hard, honest-to
goodness working men. Throughout my 
political career I have come in contact 
with a great many men in all types of 
unions. I also have surveyed the letters 
that have come through. It is not a run
of-the-millletter. These are written by 
men who have confidence in their own 
local, realizing it has done for the work
ing men of our area a great good. They 
are sincere when they write me, and 
they are truthful with me when they ask 
their Congressman to give them some 
help in this matter. 

Again I want to congratulate the gen
tleman from California for his outstand
ing courage and for the remarks he has 
made on the :floor of the House this 
afternoon. 

Mr. KASEM. I thank the gentleman 
for furnishing this information. It 
simply strengthens my resolve that legis
lation will be enacted so that the Federal 
courts cannot take unto themselves the 
jurisdiction of the monitoring of a labor 
union. Obviously this would take us 
back to the pre-Norris-La Guardia days 
when the injunction was the device used 
to beat labor unions into submission. 
Now a new device has been created, and 
all we need for this device to be em
ployed is a Federal judge with anti
labor tendencies. 

Mr. O'NEILL. May I say at that 
point I am highly in agreement with the 
gentleman. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? · 

Mr. KASEM. I yield to my distin
guished majority leader. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I concur in the 
remarks made by the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. O'NEILL]. I know 
Mr. Morrissey very well. I have known 
him for many years. He is a dedicated 
American. He is one of the most able, 
outstanding labor leaders I have ever 
met. In any situation that exists a dis
tinction must be drawn, it seems to me, 
between the members of the Teamsters 
Union throughout the United States and 
any individual or individuals therein. I 
am not passing judgment on any individ
ual or individuals. The Teamsters Union 
nationally is composed of American 
citizens. Their patriotism has never 
been impugned or attacked. The mem
bers of that union are good citizens in 
their various communities and from my 
observation of them in Massachusetts 
they are a very powerful, dynamic 
union, an organization composed of men 
of real patriotispl who are for a strong 
America. My relation with them 
throughout the years has been a most 

pleasant one. I have profound respect 
for them-for the leaders in the New 
England area and for the members of the 
union itself. I have respect for members 
of organized labor as American citizens. 
Care should be taken to differentiate be
tween an individual here and there and 
a great organization like the Teamsters 
Union, either locally or nationally. 

Mr. KASEM. The encouragement of 
my majority leader means a great deal 
to me, and I am very grateful for his 
remarks. 

I would further point out that not 
only does the monitor system as it is 
presently used constitute a threat to 
labor unions but it stands also as a threat 
to all business enterprise and all frater
nal activities throughout the land. It is 
a precedent that could be equally appli
cable in any such circumstance; there
fore, I feel it is of vital important and 
most timely that we should limit this 
activity in its embryonic stage so that 
it will not grow to be a shadow over the 
conduct of all human affairs--com
mercial, economic or otherwise. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. KASEM. I yield. 
Mr. McCORMACK. I might also say 

there is another gentleman who is one 
of the top officials in the Teamsters Un
ion, Mr. John English, who my friend, 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. O'NEILL] knows. He is one of the 
finest gentlemen I have ever met, and 
certainly an outstanding labor leader 
and a dedicated American. I have never 
met Mr. Hoffa. I met Mr. Beck once 
when he came into my office several 
years ago. He came in to see me then 
in connection with the proposed increase 
on gasoline, and he hoped that tbe in
crease on diesel oil would not be any 
greater than the increase on gasoline 
because of the competitive disadvantage 
it would give to the truck transportation 
business as against the railroads. I 
thought he made out a case. And, as 
you will remember, the increase on diesel 
oil was the same as the increase on 
gasoline when we passed the road bill 
in connection with the Interstate High
way System. Politically Mr. Beck, they 
tell me, is a Republican, and I also 
understand Mr. Hoffa is a Republican. 

Mr. KASEM. That is my understand
ing, that Mr. Beck was the chairman 
of labor for Eisenhower, and I am told 
that Mr. Hoffa was a member of that 
committee of labor for Eisenhower. It 
seems that they have been badly used, 
does it not, compared to others who 
have supported Mr. Eisenhower? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I just made that 
passing observation that my recollection 
is that Mr. Beck was very prominent 
in the Republican Party. I kind of 
thought he should, have been grateful 
the following election for what we Dem
ocrats did for him, but in the exercise 
of his judgment he again supported the 
Republicans in the fall election. I do 
not personally know the party politics 
of Mr. Hoffa, but I have been reliably 
informed that he has been a very strong 
Republican all his life. 

Mr. KASEM. I do nort know about him 
being a very strong Republican, Mr. 
Leader. 
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Mr. McCORMACK. Well, a Republi- · 

can. 
Mr. KASEM. I am informed by the 

press that he endorses me, which shows 
that his judgment can be excellent. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Well, I would en
dorse the gentleman, so I will make it 
on the ground that my judgment is 
excellent. 

Mr. KASEM. In that we all concur, 
Mr. Leader, that your judgment is 
excellent. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KASEM. I yield to the gentle
man from Michigan. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. It is interesting to 
note that those on the other side of the 
aisle do not want to claim Mr. Hoffa 
or Mr. Beck as members of their party. 
I want to make it clear that we do not 
claim them either. I recall an instance, 
for example, in the 1958 campaign in 
Michigan, that the Teamsters Union 
allegedly contributed some $11,000 to 
the Democratic candidate for prosecut
ing attorney in Wayne County, where 
Detroit is located, and that ·on many 
other occasions, as is well known, Mr. 
Hoffa and his Teamsters utiion have 
contributed to and supported candidates 
for the Democratic Party as well as the 
Republican Party on occasion. 

Mr. KASEM. When was this that 
they contributed? · 

Mr. GRIFFIN. In 1958. 
Mr. KASEM. In 1958? I believe that 

Mr. Rogers was the Attorney General of 
the United States at that time. I can
not understand why he did not prosecute 
under the provisions that forbid labor 
organizations to make campaign contri
butions. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. That is a very inter
esting question. Will the gentleman 
allow me to discuss it for a few minutes? 

Mr. KASEM. I would like to have the 
gentleman explain why the Attorney 
General did not prosecute. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. There is a very good 
reason. The Corrupt Practices Act, 
which is a Federal statute, prohibits · a 
corporation or a labor union from con
tributing funds to the campaign of can
didates for Federal office, but there is no 
prohibition in Federal law to prevent 
contributions by a union to the campaign 
of candidates for State or local offices. 

Mr. KASEM. I suggest the gentleman 
has supplied a perfect answer why the 
Attorney General did not prosecute. I 
thank the gentleman: 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. KASEM. I yield. 
Mr. McCORMACK. Just to have the 

record clear, my remarks were not 
claiming anybody. I just simply made a 
passing observation that Mr. Beck was a 
Republican politically, which he has a 
right to· be. As I understood it, Mr. 
Hoffa is also a Republican. The gentle
man from Michigan [Mr. GRIFFIN], dis
claimed wanting to have him in the Re
publican Party. It would be rather in
teresting, if Mr. Beck or Mr. Hoffa ·should 
read this colloquy, to know the thoUghts 
running through their minds when they 
go back through the years and search 
their 'mind ' an.d conscience, as to their 
loyalty to the Republican Party in the 
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past. As I say, as I understand, both are 
Republicans. It is ·not a question of our 
claiming anything. My friend, the gen
tleman from Michigan, has disclaimed 
them. It puts the Republicans in the 
position of disclaiming. 

May I say this, also? Fortunately, in 
America, it is not the right of a political 
party to say to anybody, "You are per
mitted to be a member of our party." It 
is the right of the individual American 
to be Republican or Democratic or in
dependent. No party passes upon the 
membership of any citizen and no party 
can oust any citizen, fortunately, under 
our political setup in the United States. 

So far as I am concerned, having made 
just a passing observation as to the po
litical loyalties of Mr. Beck and Mr. 
Hoffa, I see nothing from them that they 
are not still interested in the Republican 
Party and that they are not still Repub
licans. 

Mr. KASEM. Mr. Speaker, I think if 
Mr. Hoffa were to read the remarks of our 
colleague from Michigan [Mr. GRIFFIN] 
and see that the Republican Party has 
disclaimed him he would smart, because 
there is no serpent sting like ingratitude. 
I am neither denouncing nor defending 
Mr. Hoffa. I met Mr. Hoffa on one oc
casion when he was most gracious and 
cordial to me, and I appreciated it as 
I do when any person is gracious and 
cordial to me. Mr. Hoffa said very fine 
things about my being a courageous per
son who was willing to lay his political 
career on the line and I yield to such 
flattery and I am taken in to some small 
extent. But I am willing to judge Mr. 
Hoffa objectively. So far as I know he 
has prevailed in the only tribunal where 
he has been brought, where he was per
mitted to put on a defense. Condemna
tion of him arises out of the proceedings 
of the McClellan committee, which hardly 
seemed impartial and where there were 
political overtones and implications. My 
other impressions, of course, come from 
the press, which I have learned "to take 
with tons of salt." 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 
· Mr. KASEM. I yield to my colleague 
from California [Mr. ROOSEVELT]. 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to me. 
I want to apologize to him for the form 
of the question I am going to ask. It 
inay be that it was covered in the debate 
but unfortunately I had to be at another 
committee hearing. 
· Mr. KASEM. Repetition is no novelty 
in this House. 
· Mr.ROOSEVELT. Mayiaskthegen
tleman whether it has been brought out 
that the so-called Griffin-Landrum bill 
passed last year in section 40l<h) calls 
for a proceeding which may be started by 
any rank-and-file member, by request to 
the Secretary of Labor who, under pro
ceedings then set up by the Secretary of 
Labor, calls for ouster proceedings, and a 
vote by the union members; so that if 
there is any question as to whether or not 
Mr. Hoffa should or should not be eligible 
to run again for reelection at a conven
tion "Which, ef course, is called for under 
section '402 'of ·the act, this proceeding is 
open to -any rank-and-:ftle member; so 

that Mr. Hoffa's eligibility for reelection 
by direct charges calling for an ouster 
can be had before the convention? 

It would therefore seem, under this 
circumstance, that there is mighty little 
excuse in this or, for that matter, from 
here on in, in any other matter, for the 
courts deliberately to take over and to 
run a union's affairs, inasmuch as that 
act last year, much of which I am in 
very great disagreement with but which 
in these particular provisions at least, 
covers this case beyond any question. 
So that I would ask the gentleman if he 
would not agree that under these condi
tions most certainly the court should 
abandon the present proceedings and al
low the law to take its effect and allow 
the rank-and-file teamsters to make 
their own decision. 

Mr. KASEM. I think the gentleman 
knows that I do agree. In answer to his 
first concern, that it might be repeti
tious, we did touch upon the issue but 
not with such specificness and clarity 
as the gentleman from California has 
put forth. 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. It may also have 
been touched upon in the debate, but I 
think it is of interest that this-afternoon 
Judge Letts disqualified himself from any 
further proceedings in this case, and an
other judge will now take over. In the 
meantime, over 40 other cases are pend
ing in the Federal courts as the result 
of this one case, which obviously indi
cates to me that additional expense and 
additional litigation are being piled one 
upon the other. I think the time has 
come, and I hope the new judge will see 
it this way and that he will take what
ever steps have to be taken to resolve 
this matter by letting the normal course 
of the law, as it is now written, take care 
of the matter. 

Mr. KASEM. My colleague from Cali
fornia has brought forth a most cogent 
point which I have heretofore failed to 
put forth that is strengthening the argu
ment that the court has no place in op
erating and managing a union's affairs. 
That is the argument that by the sheer 
amount of the detail of the task assigned, 
the court cannot do it, or the courts could 
not engage in any other activity ·what
ever. The function of the court is to 
decide cases and controversies between 
individuals. This is a usurpation and di
version from that basic fundamental 
duty of the courts. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KASEM. I yield to the gentleman 
from lllinois. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. I wanted to direct a 
question to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. RoosEVELT]. In an earlier 
part of this colloquy the coauthor of 
part of last year's Labor Management 
Disclosure Act the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. GRIFFIN], if I understood 
him correctly, said there was general 
agreement that there is here now suffi
cient language and provision in that act 
to deal with this particular situation as 
concerns the Teamsters. The question 
I should like to direct to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. ROosEVELT] is 
whether he or anyone else has any direct 
knowledge whether or not any locals of 
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the Teamsters have directed such a re
quest to the Secretary of Labor. The 
gentleman has pointed out that section 
401 <a> contains provision that upon re
quest to the Secretary of Labor by ·any 
aggrieved party of a labor organization 
this machinery goes into action. Does 
the gentleman know whether such a re
quest has been made? I do know that 
requests have been sent to many Mem
bers of Congress, but can the gentleman 
say whether or not a request was made 
of the Secretary of Labor under the 
terms of the act? 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. To the best of my 
knowledge no such request has been 
made, for two reasons, either of which 
would probably be effective. First, one 
would hesitate to do that with the mat
ter directly before the court. 

Second, anyone who wanted to ask for 
·ouster proceedings would obviously be 
an enemy of Mr. Hoffa, someone who 
would feel that the longer they could 
keep the thing going in the present con
dition the more likely they were to have 
this thing alive and in its presently com-: 
pletely chaotic position. 

Those reasons are probably the basic 
reasons why such a request has not yet 
been made. However, should the court 
resolve the matter by dropping its posi
tion, then it would force Mr. Hoffa's ene
mies or anybody who thought Mr. Hoffa 
was not doing a proper job within the 
rank and file to leave that as the one 
way by which to accomplish whatever 
they wanted to accomplish. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. It is my under
standing that there does not necessarily 
have to be an adverse party asking for 
an election. It is my understanding that 
any local of the union can ask for this 
type of election. It does not have to be 
an adverse party. 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I would say that 
the position of the gentleman from Illi
nois is absolutely correct, but, of course, 
if he does that he will be labeled within 
the union as an adverse party although 
it might be arranged that someone else 
might do it for the simple purpose of 
clarifying it. So far as I am concerned 
that would be the statesmanlike thing to 
do, if Mr. Hoffa wishes in order to prove 
his innocence, to get a fair trial before 
this body representing the union. I 
think that is what would have to be done 
in order to have the matter settled: 

Mr. PUCINSKI. I think the gentle
man has now put this thing in the proper 
perspective, namely, that there is relief 
and many of the locals have in good 
faith written to Members of the Con
gress seeking relief under the 1959 act. 
Perhaps, they are in the right church, 
but in the wrong pew. Perhaps, now 
they ought to direct these requests to 
the attention of the Secretary of Labor 
so that he can implement the 1959 law 
and bring some order out of the chaos 
that exists in this whole situation. 

Mr. ROOSEVELT. But not until the 
Federal court had dropped the matter. 
Perhaps, he might be held in contempt 
if he did that prior thereto. If I were 
an individual member, I do not think 
I would run that chance, especially, as 
long as Judge Letts was there. Now 
that he is not there, however, still that 

is a problem I would rather not have 
until the Federal court dropped the mat
ter. 

Mr. PUCINSKI. I thank the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. KASEM. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. PuciN
SKI] and the gentleman from California 
[Mr. RoosEVELT] and the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. GRIFFIN] for their 
assistance in this debate and for clar
ifying to some extent for the American 
people the issues that are involved in 
this monitor type situation that we pres
ently find here. 

Mr. Speaker, if I have obtained unan
imous consent to revise and extend my 
remarks, I will yield back the balance 
of my time and I know my colleagues 
will extend to me an ovation of great 
gratitude for that. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
SMITH of Iowa>. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

THE PRESIDENT'S PRESS CON
FERENCE REMARKS ON WILLIAM 
R. CONNOLE 
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Connecticut [Mr. DADDARIO] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DADDARIO. Mr. Speaker, I 

placed in the RECORD yesterday a state
ment urging the reappointment of Wil
liam R. Connole to the Federal Power 
Commission. This morning, President 
Eisenhower, apparently indifferent to the 
wide support for Mr. Connole, said he 
has no intention of making that reap
pointment. 

This is disturbing to me and, I am 
sure, to the millions of consumers on the 
east coast and in the Nation who have 
come to regard Mr. Connole as a de
fender of their interests. 

The President said at his press con
ference that he thought he could find a 
better man. I shall certainly watch 
with interest to see who he feels meets 
this definition. I have learned in my 
lifetime someone who uses the phrase 
''better man" ought to be asked im
mediately-better for whom? 

Here we have a man who has a proven 
record in support of the consumer. He 
is an able lawyer, whose views in more 
than one critical case have been upheld 
by the highest court in the land. His 
training in the field of utilities regula
tion has been outstanding and he has a 
dedicated interest in the basic principle 
underlying our regulatory agencies-the 
control of economic forces for the good 
of all the people. 

If he is dropped now, and if the ad
ministration's new appointments follow 
the speculation which has been rampant, 
there is not going to be anyone on the 
Commission from east of the Mississippi 
River. That is a gap in representation 
which ought to be avoided. Just as dis
turbing will be the loss of a man who 

has had the interests of the consumer at 
heart, one whom I have seen described as 
the most consumer-minded man ever to 
serve on this Commission. 

I return to the question, then, better 
for whom? I hope the new man will not 
be better for those who believe that 
higher prices are a natural thing to 
seek and to receive. We are all well 
aware that the Nation recorded this 
week, under this same udministration, 
the highest cost of living index in its 
history. 

THE ELDER STATESMAN SPEAKS
LISTEN 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. MULTER] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, there is 

no more inspiring American on the con
temporary scene than Elder Statesman 
Bernard M. Baruch. We could not 
learn more at the feet of any other man. 
I would like at this time to share my 
good fortune with our colleagues. 

Mr. Baruch has written me as follows: 
MY DEAR MR. MULTER: Because you show 

such a practical grasp of your subjects I am 
taking the liberty of sending you a copy of 
a speech on "Medical Care" made 13 years 
ago. 

With warm regards. 
Sincerely, 

BERNARD M. BARUCH. 

The enclosure reads as follows: 
SPEECH BY BERNARD M. BARUCH AT A DINNER 

SPONSORED BY THE MEDICAL SOCIETY OF THE 
STATE OF NEW YORK, COORDINATING COUN
CIL OF THE FIVE COUNTY MEDICAL SOCIETIES 
OF GREATER NEW YORK, GREATER NEW YORK 
HOSPITAL ASSOCIATION, To REPORT ON PRoG
RESS OF PREPAID MEDICAL AND HOSPITAL 
CARE IN NEW YORK CITY, AT THE BILTMORE 
HOTEL, NEW YORK CITY, NOVEMBER 19, 
1947 
You do me honor to ask me to talk to you 

about health. I almost became a doctor 
myself. 

When I was a boy my mother took me to 
a phrenologist. His office was across the 
street from where Wanamakers now is. He 
felt the bumps on my head and asked my 
mother what she expected to do with me. 

She replied, "I am thinking of making 
him a doctor." 

"He will be a good doctor," said this 
phrenologist, "but my advice to you is to 
take him where they are doing things in 
finance and politics-he might even make 
good there, too." 

It has been a long detour for the prodigal. 
He has returned. 

In many ways I am sorry I did not be
come a member of this noblest of profes
sions. For I believe we approach a great 
adventure in health. That is our goal. I 
think it obtainable. It would be gratifying 
to take a more active part in it. 

All my thoughts on medicine are colored 
by memories of my father, Dr. Simon 
Baruch. He was the wisest man I ever 
knew. He pioneered in surgery, physical 
medicine, and "incurable diseases." Often 
I heard him tell prospective medical 
students: · 

"Do not enter the medical profession to 
make money. Study medicine only with the 
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idea that your greatest compensation will 
be knowing that you help your fellow man. 
Do not expect gratitude and you will never 
be disappointed." 

As Chairman of the War Industries Board 
in the First World War, I realized how im
portant to defense was the health of our 
citizens. That awareness was reinforced 
manifold during this past war. 

In preparing a report for the late Presi
dent Roosevelt on manpower, I was shocked 
to learn at least 4 million men had been 
rejected as 4-F's-unfit to defend their 
country. Some, not all, of these defects were 
preventable. 

How much more shocking would have 
been the record if everyone had received the 
same examination? 

Since then I have given the problems of 
medical care much thought. It deeply con
cerned me that we not fa.n the returning 
veteran, so I studied their medical needs. 
From that, it was only a step to related 
problems of general medical care for all. 

Soon I was up to my neck in reports, sta
tistics, speeches, congressional hearings. I 
conferred with many persons, doctors, and 
nondoctors, experts and amateurs. 

May I tell you some of my conclusions. 
They may not be particularly new to you, 
pioneering this field. .They may be helpful, 
coming from a nonprofessional mind. 

But before I list them, I would like to 
point out that the medical science and art 
have conferred a new and great benefit upon 
society in the last generation. The years of 
our lives have been heavily increased. This 
helps not merely the individual, who wants 
to go on living-and living in dignity and 
self-respect--but all the people to live more 
comfortably and freer from fear. 

And now to go on with my exposition: 
There is no question-the need for more 

medical care exists. 
Also there is no question this need will 

have to be met. 
The problem is, How? 
All over the world the masses are stirring 

for higher living standards. Improved med
ical care is a foundation of that better 
standard. Without good health, of what ad
vantage are higher wages or shorter work 
hours, better education or greater leisure? 

The families whose earnings disappear 
with serious illness--the many who suffer 
disease which your skillful diagnosis and 
treatment could have prevented or halted
or whose limited means bar them from the 
medical attention available to you and me
these people will not remain content. 

This striving of the masses for better 
living ls felt everywhere. In health your 
profession must steer that surging tide into 
channels of improvement. Then the surge 
does not overspill into the revolutionary 
:flood, which washes away more than it 
brings. 

One of the last things Woodrow Wilson 
wrote-called "The Road Away From Revolu
tion"-was this: 

"In these doubtful and anxious days when 
* * * the road ahead seems darkened by 
shadows which portend dangers of many 
kinds, it is only common prudence that we 
should look about us and attempt to assess 
the causes of distress and the most likely 
means of removing them." 

That was Wilson's method-to assess por
tending dangers, and anticipate them by 
timely action. So, he proposed the realistic 
League of Nations, which men rejected as a 
dream-and got a nightmare. Wilson knew 
social change was inevitable. He worked to 
steer that change into orderly channels. 

You should take that as your guiding star. 
Society usually divides into three broad 

groups. 
At one end-the left end-are those who 

burn with a pas~;~ion to change everything as 
quickly as they can-if not quicker. 

At the other-right end-are those who 
want things just as they are. 

In the middle are people, like Woodrow 
Wilson, to whose school I belong, who be
lieve in 1ntelllgent progress and seek to 
guide it. 

What differentiates these three groups is 
their attitude toward that vital element of 
life-time. 

The left-enders feel time panting hot on 
their necks. 

The right-enders use time to fight rear
guard actions, all the way. 

The middlers-sometimes both left and 
right call us "muddlers"-seek to come to 
terms with time, pl'eserving the best of the 
past, discarding the outworn, and moving on 
to a better future. 

In the matter of adequate medical care, 
too many doctors have been fighting a rear
guard action for too long. I feel I must warn 
those doctors-time is running against them. 
The medical profession has justly earned 
great influence in the community. It can 
keep that hold only as it moves forward. It 
will lose that hold if it has nothing but ob
jections to offer, if it has eyes only for what 
not to do. 

We must look for what can be done-and 
do it. 

The great question is, How? I do not want 
to seem to say I know the answers. We do 
know the public is demanding better and 
more medical service through some action
political or otherwise. 

What is this adventure in health I see 
dawning, and toward which you all have been 
keeping the doctor's vigil through the night? 
'!'hi::; adventure, which you will have to lead
or it will fall-has many elements: 

1. More and better doctors-in more 
places. 

2. An immediate, complete survey to mod
ernize medical education, with greater em
phasis on chronic and degenerative diseases, 
mental hygiene, and preventive medicine. 

3. More hospitals more evenly spread 
through the country. 

4. Less specialists, more general practi
tioners. 

5. Reorganize medical practice, stressing 
group medicine where needed and voluntary 
health insurance. 

6. For those who cannot afford voluntary 
insul'ance, some form of insurance, partly 
financed by the Government, covering peo
ple in by law. I would call this "compul
sory health insurance," if that term's 
proper meaning had not been lost. 

7. Increased medical research. 
8. Greatly expanded physical and mental 

rehabilitation. 
9. Education to make health a national 

habit. 
10. A vigorous, preventive medical pro

gram, reaching everyone, chil<ten above all. 
11. A new Cabinet post for health, educa

tion, social security. 
12. Creation of a nonpolitical watchdog 

committee to safeguard progress in medical 
care for veterans. 

13. Increased numbers of well-trained 
nurses and technicians. 

14. Adequate dental care. 
15. A stabilizing economy-inflation will 

make worthless any health program or any
thing else. 

Each of these would take a speech by it
self. I 'can but sketch some of them. 

Even the least ambitious schemes for im
proving the Nation's health require more 
doctors, all competently trained. Why aren't 
more doctors being educated? In studying 
that question, I was struck by how expensive 
training a doctor has become-in dollars 
and in time. In its fine report on "Medicine 
in the Changing Order," the New York 
Academy of Medicine states: 

"There seems no alternative other than 
Government aid if educational standards 
are to be raised or even maintained. U 

medical schools are to continue as centers 
of research, here also Government aid may 
be necessary." 

If science and medicine ask the Govern
ment for a.id-which even the ·conservative 
deems necessary-they must expect he who 
pays the fiddler will call the tune. This 
means the Government will rightly insist 
upon no discrimination in medical care be
cause of race, color, or creed. It will rightly 
insist upon opportunity for all to enter the 
profession and advance on the sole basis of 
ability and character-without restrictions 
of race, color, creed, or sex. And, I hope, 
without fear of, or favor from, the State. 

Minimum standards should be set for in
stitutions getting financial aid. 

How much more the Government is likely 
to insist upon will depend upon the more 
progressive leaders in your profession. 

According to the academy's report-! 
quote-"there has been no fundamental re
organization of American medical education 
since about 1910." That finding certainly 
calls for your profession undertaking-now
a most thorough, down-to-earth survey to 
modernize medical educat:.on, making rec
ommendations so boldly inspiring the peo
ple will gratefully back them. No one can 
draw up a better program than doctors. 

Chronic illness and preventive medicine 
deserve greater attention. In all fields--! 
hope in war as well-there is a new accent 
on prevention. From answering fire alarms, 
our thinking is progressing to fireproofing. 

Prevent! ve medical care should commence 
as close to the beginning as society can 
reach. I favor a major, sickness-prevention 
drive at the public school level. This should 
include compulsory examination of all chil
dren at regular intervals. Means should be 
made available for correcting defects dis
closed. 

How wonderful, if children were taught 
how to properly eat, sleep, sit, stand, play, 
and take care of themselves, developing both 
the knack for getting along together, and 
self-discipline-physical and mental. 

Even when medical care is available, many 
adults neglect or refuse to use it--often be
cause of social taboos, as in venereal diseases, 
or psychological dreads, as in cancer and 
tuberculosis. These attitudes reflect our not 
having outgrown the awkward age in think
ing about disease and health. We do not 
really have a grownup, national health 
habit--although we are getting there. 

People need to be educated on the virtue 
of medical care; how to use it; how to pre
vent disease. The greatest asset of any na
tion is a healthy, educated citizenry. 

And now to what is perhaps the toughest 
problem-how can better medical care be 
extended to those who cannot afford it? 

Your organizations have been particularly 
active in pressing voluntary health insur
ance. You and others have proven group 
insurance to be a sound, practical way. That 
is a great achievement. You can be mighty 
proud of it. 

But I would not be frank-nor friendly
if I did not add what you know. It is not 
good enough. 

Rome was not doctored in 1 day. It may 
be, as some have told me, that the needs of 
the bulk of our people can be met, given time, 
through voluntary insurance. What trou
bles me most are the needs of that sizable 
segment of society, which does not earn 
enough to pay for voluntary insurance. 

The American Medical Society-its bu
reau of medical economics--estimated in 
1939 that families earning $3,000 or less
two-thirds the population-cannot afford the 
cost of serious illness. Some of these can 
afford voluntary insurance, although infla
tion has reduced their number. But what 
of the little fellows who cannot? 

I have asked that of nearly everyone with 
whom I have discussed medical care. Noth
ing has been suggested so far which promises 
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success, other than some form of insurance 
covering these people in by law and financed 
by the Government, at least in part-what 
some would call compulsory health insur
ance. 

Since doctors, nurses, technicians, and 
hospitals already are strained, such insur
ance probably would have to move in stages. 
That requires careful study. Any program 
should utilize existing medical facilities to 
the maximum-it must to get started-and 
be organized to the local level. 

Nationally, the program might well be 
administered by a body of doctors and non
doctors to keep medical care as free from 
politics as possible. 

As to financing, my own preference runs 
toward the Government meeting only part 
of the cost, with part coming from payroll 
deductions from employers and workers. In 
time, these deductions will become absorbed 
in general costs of production. I have the 
utmost confidence in the efficiency of Ameri
can industry-both labor and management
and which good health will stimulate. We 
can absorb these medical costs better than 
other countries which must also meet these · 
needs. 

The detailed problems raised by so-called 
compulsory health insurance ai:e too nu
merous to be discussed tonight. I have 
weighed them most carefully. Many doctors 
and many lay people have sought to paint 
this issue as a choice--all black or all white. 
I have found every aspect of medical care 
to be gray-the happy color sensible com
promise wears. All law imposes compulsion. 
A form of compulsory health insurance for 
those who cannot pay for voluntary insur
ance can be devised, adequately safeguarded, 
without involving what has been termed 
"socialized medicine." The needs can be 
met-as in other fields-without the Govern
ment taking over medicine, or socializing it; 
something I woulq fiercely oppose. 

Law protects society. It is the absence of 
law which destroys it. 

I do not fear Government taking its legit
imate part in medicine, any more than I 
fear it in education or housing. I do op
pose socialization here. It leads ultimately 
to the police state, degradation of the in
dividual, and lessened well-being. There 
should be just one Federal agency, with 
Cabinet rank, for all health and human wel
fare problems. I do not like Government 
agencies to be like Mahomet's coffin, sus
pended between heaven and earth. 

Some say many people do not know how 
to pick their doctors. So, with any human 
activity. The best insurance against poor 
choice is improving the general quality of 
all doctors. But good or poor, it must be 
the patient's choice. No one else's. 

May I interject this about inflation? 
Should health schemes fail, be sure to ask
were they killed by the plan itself-by in
competent administration-or by an infla 
tion which ruined the plan's financing? 

In connection with this doctor-Govern
ment relationship, it is a pleasure to point 
to the excellent medical progress in the 
Veterans' Administration-thanks primarily 
to Gen. Omar Bradley and Gen. Paul Haw
ley. They would never have accomplished 
their good work, had they not refused to 
allow the politicos to move in on them. 

I would like to see the President name a 
small committee of top-grade citizens-some 
doctors, some lay people--to act as a vigilant 
watchdog over the veterans' medical pro
gram, so the ground so arduously gained may 
not be lost when someone replaces General 
Bradley. He should be supported by the 
entire Nation-particularly by doctors. His 
is the kind of courage and vigilance which 
will assure good administration of any 
health program. 

More doctors must be distributed to more 
places in the country, which requires, 

among other things, less stress on training 
specialists, more on general practitioners. 
A number of counties do not even have a 
doctor. This reflects, in part, a lack of 
facilities in which doctors can work. 
Happily, some of this will be corrected under 
the Hill-Burton Act for hospital construc
tion, with Federal and State governments 
cooperating. 

Orderly change is the American way of 
life. Remember the spirit of your oath of 
Hippocrates. Use your own good judgment 
to move along with humanity's legitimate 
aspirations in . its trek toward better living. 

I . would hate to see any medical care pro
gram under guidance of others than those 
who have the know-how. So would the 
American .people. That is why I urge the 
doctors to get in and pitch-not stand by 
on the side lines. You need fear politicians 
or bureaucrats only to the degree you fail 
yourselves. You must take the leadership
no-yours is now the leadership. Keep it. 

This meeting is an outstanding example 
of your deep concern to meet the need for 
action. 

I have met people in all fields of human 
endeavor. I respect no group more-for 
your unselfish zeal and devotion to the sick, 
for the jealousy with which you guard your 
professional virtue--placing beyond the pale 
the rare violator of your oath. 

I envy you the thrill which comes from 
relieving a patient from pain, and, often, 
snatching one from death. 

I still am sorry that phrenologist didn't 
let me become a doctor. 

Your situation reminds me of something 
my father said back in 1873, while president 
of the South Carolina Medical Society:' 

"Let us not be silent, but offer our facts, 
and defend them while we may. 

"As an Arabian sage has said: 
"'What good comes from Ali's sword, if it 

be sheathed? 
"'What good from Sadi's tongue, if it be 

silent?'" 

What Mr. Baruch said so succinctly, 
yet so eloquently, 13 years ago could not 
be better said today, nor could it be more 
apropos. 

It is indeed most unfortunate that his 
words have gone unheeded so long by 
those to whom his remarks were ad
dressed. 

I am certain that much ·of the mail 
I am receiving from doctors opposing 
the Forand bill, to provide medical care 
for the aged who cannot afford it, comes 
from those sought to be reached by that 
important message I have just read. 

Some of them rest their argument on 
the fear of socialization of the medical 
profession. Like Mr. Baruch, I, too, 
would resist to the end socialization of 
any of the professions, or, for that mat
ter, any of our private enterprise. 

Others argue · that Congress should 
not act hastily but should study the 
problem some more. Have we not stud
ied the problem long enough? I think 
we have. 

Maybe the Forand bill is not the com
plete answer. Maybe it does-not go far 
enough by covering everybody. Maybe 
it does cover some who can afford to buy 
insurance. Maybe-maybe-maybe. 

The first child labor law was not per
fect. 

The first minimum wage law was not 
perfect. 

The first workmen's compensation law 
was not perfect. 

The first unemployment insurance 
law was not perfect. 

The first social security law was not 
perfect. 

The first aid to education law was not 
perfect. 

In fact, no manmade law is perfect. 
But we do start and as experience 

teaches us we improve our laws and their 
implementation. 

Government makes the most progress 
and serves its purpose best when it does 
for the governed that which they cannot 
do for themselves. 

Let us move forward again in the field 
of humanities. One way is to enact our 
first law to give medical aid to the aged 
who cannot otherwise afford it. 

I have signed the Forand discharge 
petition at the desk to bring that bill 
before the House. I did that not because . 
I believe the Forand bill is the ultimate. 
I did so because I want the House to de
bate it, to amend it and to work its will 
with reference thereto so that we can 
move forward in this important field for 
the good and welfare of our country. 

A BILL TO PROHIBIT CERTAIN 
JUDICIAL ACTS AFFECTING IN
TERNAL AFFAIRS OF LABOR OR
GANIZATIONS 
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from California [Mr. RooSEVELT] may 
extend his rema1·ks at this p9int in the 
RECORD and include telegrams. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, I 

am today introducing, by request of the 
National Maritime Union and the Flight 
Engineers International Association, 
both AFL-CIO affiliates, a bill to pro
hibit certain judictal acts a.fiecting the 
internal affairs of labor organizations. 

. Following receipt of these requests, I 
carefully looked into the matter and 
reached the conclusion that such legis
lation reflects_ the very sound principle 
that the operation of labor unions 
should remain in the hands of the mem
bership, by prohibiting Federal courts 
from appointing receivers, trustees, 
masters, monitors, or adml.nistrators, 
except to preserve the funds, property, 
or assets of a labor organization pend
ing the conduct of election of officers or 
the vote upon the removal of officers 

I was also pleased to note that a me~s
ure had already been introduced, also 
by request, by my distinguished col
league and a ranking member of the 
House Judiciary Committee, the Honor
able THOMAS J. LANE, of Massachusetts. 
My colleague's bill meets the objective 
on which I was planning to prepare leg
islation and therefore I am joining him 
in his efforts by introducing an identical 
bill to his measure, H.R. 11845. 

Mr. Speaker, if the bill of rights set 
forth in the J.andrum-Griffin Act means 
what it says then there is no justification 
for courts to be empowered to supervise 
or administer, in any form, the rights of 

. the members of any labor association. 
From that standpoint it is incumbent on 
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this Congress to act favorably upon this 
legislation. Therefore, I hope and urge 
that hearings be held as soon as possible 
so that the will of this House may be ex
pressed prior to adjournment. 

At this point I insert the telegrams 
received from the presidents of the 
unions which I have mentioned, setting 
forth their request for legislation in the 
area I have just discussed: 

NEW YORK, N.Y., April 22, 1960. 
Hon. JAMES ROOSEVELT, 
Member of Congress, House of Representa

tives, Washington, D.C.: 
On behalf of the National Maritime Union, 

AFL-CIO, urge you sponsor legislation to 
prevent encroachment by courts upon right 
of union members to determine demo
cratically internal government of their labor 
organization. It is a travesty of justice for 
rank and file self-government to be frus
trated by imposition of judicial restraint 
upon exercise of free expression by union 
members. Union members are not second
class citizens and should not be treated as 
such. 

JOSEPH CURRAN' 
President, National Ma1·itime Union, 

AFL-CIO. 

WASHINGTON, D.C., April 22, 1960. 
Hon. JAMES RoosEVELT, 
Congressman, 26th District, State of Cali

fornia, House Office Building, Washing
ton, D.C.: 

This association representing flight en
gineers of the Nation's airlines urges you 
to introduce legislation which will prohibit 
certain judicial acts affecting the internal 
a;ffairs of labor organizations. Principally it 
shoUld amend the Norris-La Guardia Act by 
prohibiting Federal courts from appointing 
receivers or other officers to administer or 
govern the internal affairs of a labor organi
zation, except to preserve assets pursuant to 
the union-election provisions of the Lan
drum-Gritnn Act. Such legislation then 
would prevent the Federal courts from as
suming the function of running labor 
unions. 

Sincerely, 
RONALD A. BROWN, 

President, Flight Engineers Interna
tional Association. 

NATIONAL MILK SANITATION BILL 
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. JoHNSON] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. Mr. 

Speaker, the Health and Safety Sub
committee of the House Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce Committee is now 
holding hearings on my national milk 
sanitation bill, which 19 of my colleagues 
have joined me in introducing in the 
House. Four Senators are cosponsoring 
the measure in the Senate. This pro
posed legislation has bipartisan support, 
with 10 Democrats and 10 Republicans 
introducing the measure in the House, 
and 3 Democrats and 1 Republican spon
soring the bill in the Senate. 

Under the provisions of the legisla
tion, a Federal milk sanitation code 
which would be at least the equivalent 
of the U.S. Public Health Service's 

proven milk ordinance and code would 
become the quality yardstick for milk 
shipped from State to State. Fluid milk 
and fluid milk products meeting the 
standards of this Federal milk code could 
not be kept out of interstate trade be
cause of varying local health t•ules. 

Over the years the various States and 
municipalities have set up and added to 
their milk sanitation regulations until 
we now have a regular crazy quilt of 
rules that hamper the free flow of high
quality milk from State to State. Un
fortunately, human nature being what 
it is, some milksheds are using their 
health standards as an excuse to main
tain a neat little milk monopoly for 
themselves. 

Mr. Speaker, sanitary regulations 
should be used only to protect the public 
health, not for the protection of local 
monopolies. The use of arbitrary and 
outdated milk rules as trade baniers is 
obviously a perversion of the intent of 
the regulations. 

This Balkanization of milk markets 
works to the disadvantage of both con
sumers and the bulk of milk producers. 
In some places, such as our Nation's 
Capital, the health regulations prevent 
the entry of milk from other areas, giv
ing an absolute monopoly to local pro
ducers. Other cities permit milk to be 
shipped in only after it has been checked 
by their own inswctors at its point of 
origin to see that it meets the standards 
of the receiving area. Since the milk 
must also conform to the sanitary rules 
of the shipping area, the resulting dupli
cate inspections add to the cost of milk. 

In the fall of 1958 I was studying the 
poultry situation in Alabama. The 
manager of a poultry processing plant 
had high praise for the Federal poultry 
inspection law passed during the 1st ses- _ 
sion of the 85th Congress. He com
mented that with modern transporta
tion and refrigeration methods, he was 
now shipping federally inspected poultry 
from Alabama to California and the 
Midwest, including Wisconsin and Min
nesota. I told him that all the dairy 
farmers want is the same chance for 
interstate sale of their milk that the 
poultry farmer gets. 

Mr. Speaker, at this point I would 
like to include in the RECORD an edi
torial from the St. Paul (Minn.) Pioneer 
Press, which raises the question, "If the 
principle of freedom of commerce in 
wholesome food applies to meat and 
poultry, why shouldn't it apply to milk?": 

GEORGIA FRYERS 
Remember when fried chicken was a 

luxury? When its fragrant brown succulence 
was for holiday dinners only? Well, flavor 
and the aromas linger, but gone forever are 
the luxury days. 

Now the housewife can rub her eyes at 
the great buys being offered by the food ad1.1 
in frying chickens. 

Loss leader selling? Could be. For bar
gains in chickens or fresh Inilk are fine bait 
for attracting shoppers into a store. But also 
behind these prices is a mighty drama of the 
effects of a Federal guaranty of freedom of 
interstate commerce in wholesome food. 

Though the trade calls them Georgia 
fryers, they come in fact from several South
ern States. As with meat and milk, perish
ability was once thought to bar them from 

nationwide markets. But, also as with meat 
and milk, that problem is solved by modern, 
s_anitary, refrigerated transportation. 

Eighteen to twenty semitrailer loads of 
these Georgia fryers roll into the Twin Cities 
each week from afar. By summertime, the 
arrivals will be up to about 30 refrigerated 
vans a week, each loaded with 7,500 or so 2-
to 3-pound dressed chickens, all iced. 

These birds are products of one of agri
culture's great revolutions known as inte
grated farming. Production, processing, and 
selling are integrated under one manage
ment. One man may feed 5 batches totaling 
60,000 a year of these broiler or fryer 
chickens. 

A uniform Federal inspection system 
guarantees freedom of wholesome dressed 
poultry to cross State lines into the Nation's 
markets. It is mighty tough competition for 
our Midwest chicken raisers. 

That's one story back of our housewives' 
bargains in fryer chickens. Another story 
is that this same Federal poultry inspection 
system is putting the foundation of free 
markets under our Midwest turkey industry. 
A third story is that our Midwest fryer in
dustry, with advantages of a short haul and 
economical feed, is competing more and more 
strongly in our markets. OUr housewives 
are getting good buys and more of our own 
homegrown chickens, too. 

But the traffic of southern fryers into Mil
waukee, Chicago, Des Moines, and other Mid
west Dairy Belt cities is still immense. And 
when we try to ship our wholesome milk in 
refrigerated tank trucks into those markets 
that so freely send us chickens, we are 
stopped by Federal, State, or local bans in 
the name of sanitation. Even Washington 
is barring our Inilk, regardless of proved 
wholesomeness, on those ostensible grounds 
so as to serve local monopoly. 

No industry or region can do well under 
such discrimination and the Lester Johnson 
bill in Congress would abolish it. · The bill 
would apply to Inilk, the same principle of 
freedom of commerce in wholesome food the 
United States already applies to dressed meat 
and poultry. 

For more than 50 years the Federal meat 
inspection system has been providing the 
equivalent of the Johnson bill for meat. 
A foundation of access to markets every
where sustains the meat industry. We ~re 
a Nation of meat eaters. 

For dressed poultry, the equivalent of the 
Johnson bill went into effect on a voluntary 
basis last year and became compulsory for 
interstate commerce this year. At competi
tive prices, consumption of fryers and other 
dressed poultry has risen to break all records. 

For many years the branch of Government 
most concerned with sanitation, the U.S. 
Public Health Service, has had a uniform 
sanitary code for milk. But the U.S. Depart
ment of Agriculture and Eastern and South
ern States and cities won't accept this code. 
Behind their monopoly walls, high milk 
prices are enforced. U.S. consumption per 
person of milk since World War ll has 
slumped. 

The Johnson bill would let American con
sumers drink more Inilk at competitive 
prices. It would let the Nation's dairy in
dustry share with · meat and poultry the 
blessings of American freedom of commerce 
in wholesome food . 

Mr. Speaker, during April of 1958 
hearings were held on another milk 
sanitation bill-H.R. 7794-which I had 
introduced and which had the same 
basic objectives of my present bill. The 
1958 hearings revealed a number of de
ficiencies in H.R. 7794 and pointed the 
way for the development of an entirely 
different approach. I believe this new 



8812 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE April 27 

approach satisfies the major- objections 
which were raised 2 years ago. 

Those objections were, first, that direct 
Federal inspection. would unnecessarily 
superimpose another layer of control on 
existing State and local inspection sys
tems; second, that direct Federal in.; 
spection would be costly to administer; 
third, that the "affects interstate com
merce" clauses would preempt the rights 
of States and municipalities to exercise 
sanitary control over their intrastate 
milk supplies; and fourth, that Federal 
control might result in a lowering of the 
quality of milk sold in those municipal
ities having high sanitary standards. 

My present bill, H.R. 3840, does not 
propose the establishment of a far
reaching Federal. inspection system of all 
milk sold in the United States. Rather, 
it seeks to apply the force of Federal law 
only in those instances where health 
regulations are deliberately misused to 
obstruct the interstate marketing of 
wholesome milk of the highest sanitary 
quality. 

The bill would place in the Surgeon 
General of the U.S. Public Health Serv
ice the responsibility for the establish
ment of a Federal milk sanitation code 
setting forth sanitation practices and 
sanitary standards for milk shipped in 
interstate commerce. He would co
operate with the States in conducting a 
system of certi:fic·a.tion of milk which 
complies with the atandards. Milk cer
tified under this system would then be 
permitted to move freely in interstate 
commerce, subject only to laboratory 
tests upon arrival to assure that the milk · 
stili complied with Federal standards. 

Mr. Speaker, this measure is designed 
to avoid the addition of another layer of 
expensive inspections to the existing 
system. State and local inspection 
s.ervice.s would be utilized, and no direct 
system of Federal inspectiOns is provided 
for or contemplated. A minimum af 
Federal expenditure would be required 
to monitor certifications made by the 
States and to support certain other serv
ices such as training, research, and de
velopment of standards. 

There are no "affects interstate com
merce" clauses in this legislation, and it 
would not interfere with the normal in
spection activities by State and local 
governments of their own milksheds. In 
addition, it permits States and munic
ipalities receiving interstate milk ship
ments to check such milk upon arrival 
for compliance with bacterial counts, 
temperature standards and composition 
standards prescribed in the Federal Milk 
Sanitation Code. 

This concept of Federal legislation to 
eliminate the misuse of milk sanitation 
regulations was proposed and developed 
by a committee of the Association of 
State and Territorial Health Officers. 
As the name implies, this association is 
composed of the chief health ofticials in 
each State and territory. In 1957, the 
association set up a committee to study 
the matter of Federal milk sanitation 
legislation and, a. year later:, issued an 
official report titled "Need and Recom
mended Principles for Federal Milk San
itation Legislation." 

This report states: 
The association helieves. that there is need 

to strongly reaffirm that t.he sanitary oontrol 
of :tluid milk and fiuid milk products is a. 
public health matte:r which is primarily the. 
responsibility of State and local govern
ments, except where interstate commerce is 
involved. 

Mr. Speaker, my bill is in full agree
ment with the principle set forth by the 
Association of State and Territorial 
Health omcers. This legislation seeks 
only to provide unrestricted interstate 
markets for milk of the highest sanitary 
quality by eliminating the use of capri
cious and arbitrary pseudo-health regu
lations to keep high quality milk out of 
monopolized local markets. 

Some critics of my bill ha:ve advanced 
the theory that it would be detrimental 
to the quality of milk sold in their mar
kets. These critics reason that the Fed
eral standards to be established under 
the bill might not be adequate to protect 
the health of their citizens, and that dis
tant and anonymous agencies would not 
have the same degree of interest in the 
welfare of local consumers as would local 
agencies. 

Concerning the first point, the bill pro
vides that the Federal standards shall be 
at least the equivalent of the high health 
standards now contained in the milk or
dinance and code recommended by the 
U.S. Public Health Service-which is the 
watchdog of our public health. At the 
present time, 36 States and some 1,900 
local jurisdictions have voluntarily 
adopted this model milk code or one 
based on its provisions. Surely a body 
of health regulations.. in such general use 
cannot be notably deficient in providing 
for adequate health protection of our cit
izens. 

As to the second point, it is dimcult for 
me to believe th~t in this day of scien
tific advancement and free interchange 
of technical information among profes
sional people that there can be· any one 
area where there are milk sanitation peo
ple who possess knowledge not available 
to health authorities in all parts of the 
United States. Nor can I believe that 
health authorities and milk producers in 
one area of the country are any less in
terested in providing consumers with a 
pure and wholesome product than are 
those in another. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill provides author
ity for the Surgeon General to make such 
spot checks as he deems necessary to val
idate State certifications that interstate 
milk supplies have achieved a minimum 
compliance of at least 90 percent with 
the national standard. This provision,. 
together with the requirement that milk 
and milk products upon receipt in a 
jurisdiction meet bacteriological, tem
perature and composition standards, cer
tainly provides adequate guarantees that 
the welfare of the consumer wiU be safe
guarded, no matter where that consumer 
is located. 

Further evidence of the absurdity of 
a. claim that certain cities enjoy a vastly 
superior supply of milk than would re
sult from compliance with the Federal 
Code can be found in the list of inter
state milk shippers and their ratings, 

which is published by the Public Health 
Service. Take, for example, the local 
Washington. D.C., milk supply, which 
we were told repeatedly and emphati
cally last year was "the best milk sup
ply in the world." It has a U.S. Public 
Health Service rating of 91.2 percent. 
This. is a good rating and would comply 
with the requirements of my bill. How
ever, the District of Columbia rating is 
still slightly below the overall average 
rating of 92.66 percent for the 691 ship
pers from 35 States which the April 1, 
1960, USPHS list contains. 

Many States and municipalities have 
adopted the position that they will not 
permit milk to be brought into their 
jurisdictions unless it has been checked 
by their own inspectors. In many cases, 
this position constitutes a serious trade 
barrier because some of these jurisdic
tions cannot, or will not, inspect sources 
in other States. 

In other instances, exorbitant fees are 
charged for such inspections, and these 
fees add to the cost of milk. When such 
inspections are made, they constitute an 
unnecessary and expensive duplication 
of the inspection services already being 
provided by agencies of the State in 
which the milk. is produced. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to point out 
that this insistence on the part of some 
States and municipalities on having 
their own personnel duplicate the in
spection services of other health agen
cies is one of the present evils toward 
which this bill is specifically directed. 
Such a requirement may have been nec
essary and practical 25 or more years 
ago, when milk was produced, processed, 
and sold almost exclusively on an intra
state basis, and sanitary control of fluid 
milk was not in effect in all areas of the 
United States. However, it is a serious 
deterrent to the dairy industry as it 
exists today and ignores the changes in 
technology which permit milk to be 
shipped long distances without loss of 
wholesomeness or quality. 

As our population has grown, we have 
seen a complete overlapping and inter
locking of milksheds. In many cases, an 
individual producer's milk may be 
shipped to different municipalities and 
even several different States in the 
course of a year, depending entirely on 
the marketing practices of the plant or 
receiving station to which he delivers 
his milk. 

In such cases, the insistence of State 
or local jurisdictions on inspection at the 
source by their own inspectors can only 
result in unnecessary and confusing du
plication of inspection services. One of 
the dairies in my home district sends 
milk to 10 different markets--and has 
10 different inspectors trooping through 
the place every year. Such multiple 
inspections cannot provide any more 
public health protection than would re
sult from inspection by one well-trained 
individual Duplicate inspections are 
costly to the dairy farmer, to the health 
agencies which engage in such practices, 
and, inevitably, to the consumer. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3840 would provide 
for a system of administration which is 
in close accord with two highly effective 
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and highly respected programs of the 
U.S. Public Health Service that are now 
being carried out on a voluntary basis. 
Since 1923, this agency has provided 
States with milk sanitation standards 
for voluntary adoption in the form of 
the model milk ordinance and code. As 
I stated previously, this milk ordinance 
and code is now in effect in some 36 
States and 1,900 local jurisdictions. Its 
sanitary regulations would be the basis 
for the development of the Federal code 
for interstate milk under the provisions 
of my bill. 

Section II of the Public Health Serv
ice's milk ordinance and code is very 
significant in that it authorizes receipt 
of milk into a jurisdiction without local 
inspection if the supply has been award
ed a rating of 90 percent or more by 
the milk sanitation authority of the 
State of origin. This provision has been 
implemented by the conduct of a vol
untazy cooperative program whereby 
supplies meeting this criteria are certi
fied by the States and the information 
is transmitted to the receiving jurisdic
tions by the Public Health Service. 

This voluntary program has no doubt 
facilitated the movement of high-qual
ity milk in interstate commerce and has 
eliminated some trade barrier,s. How
ever, the program, being voluntary, has 
had no effect on the deliberate use of 
health and sanitation regulations as 
trade barriers. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to reempha
size that H.R. 3840 would apply the force 
of Federal law only in those instances 
where health regulations are deliberate
ly misused so as to obstruct the inter
state marketing of wholesome milk of 
the highest sanitary quality. It would 
not affect in any way those jw·isdictions 
which are already accepting milk from 
other States on the basis of their com
pliance with adequate sanitary regula
tions. Therefore, the bill would alter the 
policies of only those States and munici
palities which seek to foster local mo
nopolies at the expense of their con
sumers by improper exercise of the pub
lic health function. 

In conclusion, I would like to recom
mend two minor amendments to H.R. 
3840. The first has been recommended 
by the commissioner of the Department 
of Public Health of Tennessee. He 
pointed out that the definition of "State 
milk sanitation agency" in section 802(5) 
is likely to be difficult to interpret in 
Tennessee unless further clarified. 

There are at least 12 States in which 
the division of responsibility between 
health and agriculture is so complex 
that an administrative decision would be 
required to designate the milk sanitation 
agency should any controversy between 
the affected agencies a1ise. For this 
reason, I believe that section 802 (5) 
should be amended by including at the 
end of this definition the words "or shall 
mean such agency as may be designated 
by the Governor of the State." 

The second alllendment has been rec
ommended by the International Associa
tion of Ice Cream Manufacturers and 
would specifically exclude ice cream mix, 
ice cream. and related products from the 
provisions of this bill. Section 802 in 

H.R. 3840 does not specifically include 
these products, and it was not my inten
tion to include them in the proposed act. 
However, section 813, which excludes 
most of the other . manufactured dairy 
products, does not specifically mention 
ice cream mix, ice crealll, sherbets, ices, 
and so forth. 

Therefore, I recommend the amend
ment of section 813(a) by the insertion 
after the words "evaporated milk" the 
following words, "frozen desserts or 
frozen dessert mixes as those products 
are defined in the edition of the USPHS 
Frozen Desserts Code which is current on 
the date of the enactment of this title." 

Mr. Speaker, two of the witnesses who 
testified at the milk sanitation hearings 
yesterday were Dr. David E. Price, As
sistant Surgeon General, Chief of the 
Bureau of State Services, Public Health 
Service, U.S. Department of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare; and Dr. Russell E. 
Teague, Commissioner of Health of Ken
tucky, who represented the Association 
of State and Territorial Health Officers. 
I include their testimony at this point in 
the RECORD: 
STATEMENT OF DR. RUSSELL E. TEAGUE, COM

MISSIONER OF HEALTH OF KENTUCKY AND 
REPRESENTATIVE OF THE ASSOCIATION OF 
STATE AND TERRITORIAL HEALTH OFFICERS 
Mr. Chairman and members of the com-

mittee, I am Dr. Russell E. Teague, commis
sioner of health of Kentucky, and I am ap
pearing before you as the representative of 
the Association of State and Territorial 
Health Officers whose membership includes 
the commissioners of health of the 50 States, 
and in my capacity as chairman of the en
vironmental sanitation committee of that 
association, concerning support of the Fed
eral milk legislation incorporated in H.R. 
3840--National Milk Sanitation Act spon
sored by the Honorable LESTER R. JOHNSON, 
of Wisconsin. 

It is significant to note that the State 
and territorial health officers, in full aware
ness of their responsibilities and in the in
terest of facilitating the flow of high quality 
milk in interstate commerce and of prevent
ing the use of milk sanitation requirements 
as trade barriers, appointed a subcommittee 
to make a thorough study of the need for 
Federal legislation regarding interstate milk 
shipments, and of the provisions of several 
bills which had been introduced in the Con
gress pertaining to this matter. 

In this study, the association gave con
sideration to the practice of some States 
and municipalities to use health regulations 
as economic barriers to the free movement of 
fluid milk both in intrastate and interstate 
commerce. The association recognized that 
States and their political subdivisions have 
the right to exclude milk of questionable 
quality, but unanimously agreed that health 
regulations should not be used to restrict 
either the intrastate or interstate movement 
of milk of high sanitary quality. In this con
nection it was felt that the sanitary control 
of market milk and milk products cannot be 
divorced entirely from the economics of milk 
production, processing, and marketing, and 
that health agencies at all1evels of govern
ment have a responsibility to avoid taking 
actions which cannot be sustained on public 
health grounds, and which have an adverse 
economic effect on the dairy industry. 

The changes which have taken place in 
the dairy industry in the past 25 years, and 
which have resulted in greatly increased 
volumes of milk being offered for sale in 
interstate commerce, were reviewed in order 
to determine whether or not the present 

system of State and local supervision could 
be utilized for the control of interstate milk 
shipments without creating an undue burden 
on interstate commerce. It was the con
sensus of opinion that the problems of the 
industry can no lon·ger be considered solely 
on a local milkshed basis, that the increased 
interstate movement of milk has complicated 
its control by State and local agencies, and 
that uniform sanitary standards and prac
tices are necessary to insure the quality of 
milk shipped interstate and to eliminate the 
unjustified use of health regulations as trade 
barriers. While the voluntary cooperative 
State-PHS program for the certification of 
interstate milk shippers, which was actually 
established at the request of our association, 
has greatly facilitated interstate milk ship
ments, it has not been able to break down 
deliberate barriers toward which most of the 
past Federal legislative proposals have been 
directed. For these reasons, it was agreed 
by the Association of State and Territorial 
Health Officers that some form of Federal 
legislation was needed. 

The association considered specific forms 
of Federal legislation that might be appro
priate. While it favored the objectives of 
H.R. 7794, and certain aspects of that bill 
and similar bills, it was opposed to those 
sections of the previous bills which would 
provide for centralized Federal control, su
pervision, and the extension of such control 
to all milk supplies "affecting interstate com
merce." It was felt that direct Federal su
pervision would unnecessarily superimpose 
another layer of control on existing State 
and local systems that might be utilized, 
and that the "affects interstate commerce" 
provisions would result in the Federal Gov
ernment preempting the right of State and 
local governments to control their intrastate 
supplies. 

Consideration was also given to a Federal 
legislative approach which would simply 
place a legislative base under the present 
voluntary State-PHS milk certification pro
gram. It was recognized, however, that such 
an approach would not solve in its entirety 
the trade barrier problem, and thus would 
not be acceptable to the proponents of the 
proposed Federal legislation. However, in 
view of the fact that the voluntary certifi
cation program, which utilizes State and lo
cal inspection services, has proven effective 
and practical in operation, the association 
believed that the essential elements of this 
program should be incorporated into any 
Federal milk sanitation legislation enacted 
by the Congress to control interstate milk 
supplies. It was the consensus that if these 
elements were coupled with a provision pro
hibiting a State or municipality from ex
cluding milk from out of State sources 
which complied with basic public health cri
teria for certification, that such an ap
proach would provide an effective and prac
tical means of assuring high quality prod
ucts for consumers in milk-importing areas 
and for eliminating the use of health regu
lations as trade barriers without abridging 
the rights of State and local agencies to con
trol the sanitary quality of their intrastate 
supplies. In fact, the association believes 
that this approach would strengthen the 
programs of State milk sanitation agencies. 
Therefore, the following recommendation was 
passed on October 24, 1958, at the annual 
association meeting in Washington, D.C.: 

''RECOMMENDATION 
"That the Association of State and Terri

torial Health Officers recommend to the Con
gress the adoption of Federal legislation per
taining to interstate milk shipments, incor
porating the following principles: 

"A. Declare as public policy that the sani
tary control of fluid milk and fluid milk 
products is necessary to protect the public 
health, and that the exercise of such sani
tary control is primarily the responsibility 
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of State and local health departments._ ex
cept that no_ State or lgca.l g_o'lernment has. 
the right tc\. obstruct the. free movement in 
interstate commerce of fluid milk product& 
of high sanitary quality by the. use.. of un
necessary sanitary requirements or other 
health regulations. 

"B. EstabliSh uniform sanitation atand.
ards and practices consistent with those con
tained in the unabridged form (pts. IIr and 
IV) of the milk ordinance 'and code 1953 
recommendations of the Public.- Health. Serv
ice, for :fluid milk- and :fluid milk productB 
shipped in interstate commerce. _ 

"C. Authorize the Surgeon General of the 
Public Health Service to conduct, in cooper
ation with State milk sanitation au.thorities, 
a program for certification of interstate milk 
shippers, in which certification would be 
based on compliance_ ratings made by State 
milk sanitation rating officials in accordance 
with a rating method, criteria, and proce
dures to be promulgated by the Surgeon 
General of the Publi.c Health Service. 

.. D. Authorize the Surgeon General to cer
tify only those interstate sources of fluid 
milk and :fluid milk products which are 
awarded a; c-omplianc-e rating of 90 percent or 
more by the· State milk sanitation authority. 

"E. Authorize the Surgeon Genera! (1) to 
make ratings, inspections, laboratory exami
nations, studies, and investigations as he may 
deem necessary to satisfy himself as to the 
validity of the sanitation compliance ratings 
submitted by- the State milk sanitation au
thorities for certification; (2.) to provide for 
revocation or suspension of c-ertifications for 
cause; and (3) to disseminate information on 
certified sources. 

"F. Prohibit the use of State and local 
milk regulations as trade barriers to the 
interstate shipment of :fluid milk and :fluid 
milk products of high sanitary quality by 
providing that no State, municipal, or county 
authority or official may exc!ude, on public 
health grounds, or because of varying sanita
tion requirements, any- fluid milk and fluid 
mllk products shipped in interstate com
merce from sources certified by the Surgeon 
General as having a sanitation compliance 
rating of 90 percent or more, if, upon :r;eceipt, 
such iiuld milk and fluid milk products com
ply with the bacterial standards, tempera
ture requirements, composition standards, 
and other criteria specified in the prescribed 
sanitation standards and practices. 

.. G. Authorize the Surgeon General to 
amend the prescribed sanit ation standard-s 
and practic-es tf, after consultation with 
State and territorial health authorities, 
other State milk control agencies and the 
dairy industry, he finds-amen dments are nec
essary- to either protect the public- health or 
to eliminate obsolescent sanitation standards 
and practices-. 

"H . .Authorize the Surgeon General ( 1) to 
conduct research and investigations, and to 
support and aid in the conduct by State 
agencies, other public or private organiza
tions and institutions of research and inves
tigations, concerned With the sanitary qual;. 
ity of fluid milk and fluid milk products; and 
(2) to make the results of such research 
studies and investigations available to State 
and local agencies, public or private organi
zations anc: institutions, and the milk in
dustry. 

"I. Author ize the Surgeon General to (1) 
train State and local personnel in milk san
itation methods and procedures; (2) . :pro
vide technical assistance ~o State and local 
Illllk sanitation a1.tthorities on specific prob
lems; (3) conduct field studies and demon
strations; and ( 4) cooperate with State and 
local authorities:, public and private insti
tutions, and industry in the development of 
improved programs for control of the sani
tary quality of milk. 

"J. Exclude from prov.isions of the leg
islation, manufac_tw:ed dairy products such 
as butter, condensed milk and evaporated 
mllk unless used in the preparation of fluid 

milk or fluid milk products, s.te.rilized milk or 
milk products not requiring refrigeration, an 
types of cheese other than cottage cheese; 
and nonfat dry: milk, dry-whole milk and part 
fat. dry milk unless used in the preparation 
of fluid milk or iiuid J;Ililk pt:oduets:. 

"K. Authorize necessary appropriations for 
the Surgeon General to carry out his respon
sibilities under the legislation." 

Since this association believes that the pro
teeti'on of the public health through the reg
ulation of the sanitary quality of iiuid milk 
is the pre1:ogatlve of public.- health ageneie.s 
and in further support of this bill, L shnuld 
like to submit a resolution adopted at their 
195.9 annual meeting by th.e Association o! 
State and 'l'erritorraJ. Health Ofiicera entitled 
"Statutory Responsibility for the Sanitary 
Control of Market Milk" which reads as fol-
lows: ' 

"Whereas public. health agencies, through 
their unremitting efforts over a period of 75: 
years, have been responsible !or the c_ontrol 
of milk borne disease and for the great im
provement _ In the sanitary quality of market 
milk served the American people-; and 

"Whereas certain agencies and persons 
whose primary: responsibility is to foster agri
cultural interests are waging- a continuing 
campaign, in. some cases successfully~ tcr re
move the sanitary control of milk from pub
lic he~th agencies, both State and local; and 

"Whereas the end result of such action 
wnuld be to place an important public- health 
responsibility in the hands of agencies not 
fitted by interests or philosophy to protect 
the consumer of milk, while at the same time 
depriving public health authorities of one of 
their most important means of preventing 
transmission of disease; and 

"Whereas as p_ointed out in Resolution No. 
10, adopted b~ this association on No,vember 
8, 1957, the transfer of responsibility for 
sanL:tary, control of milk from health to 
agricultural agencies would be lnimical to 
the. public inte-JZest: Thexefore- be it 

"Resolved by the Assoe,iati:on of State. and 
Territoria.l He.aUh Offi.cers, in conference as
semllled. at Waslt.ing.ton, D.C., on October 
14, 1959, That the assoeia.tion reafftrm. its 
position that statutory provisions for the 
fundamental State authority for the sani
tary control of milk production, processing, 
and distribution should be vested in the 
State health agencies; and tha.t the neces
sary delegations of duties for implementing 
inspections and other cont:t:ol measures· 
should be made to. local health departments 
in manners best suited to obt_ain uniformity, 
efficiency, and protection in. the interests of 
the whole community of our Nation; and be 
l.t further 

"Resolved, That action be tak!.en by the 
m embers of the Association of State and 
Territorial Health Ofticers to forcefully op
pose the transfer of the sanitary- control ·of 
milk from public health to agricultural 
agencies py presenting the facts outlined 
herein, and in Resolution No. 10 adopted in 
1957, to the public, the Governors and-legis
lative bodies of their respective States; and 
be it further 

"Resolved, That in those- States where re
sponsibility for the sanitary contr-ol of milk 
now reposes in agencies other than health, 
that positive action be taken to initiate legis
lation which would give the State health 
agencies statutory responsibility for the sani
tary control of milk production, processing 
and distribution." 

It is the feeling· of our association that 
H.R. 3840 will go fa.r toward the elimination 
of sanitary regulations as economical trade 
barriers and will, at the same time, protect 
and maintain the rights and prerogatives of 
State and local health authorities in: respect 
to milk originating within their respective 
jurisdictions. 

Inasmuch as H.R. 3840 embodies and con
forms to the recommended principles
adopted by the Association of State ·and 

'rerritorial Health Offi.cers. this association 
wishes to fully support and endorse H.R. 
3840 as introduced' by the Honorable LESTER 
R. JoHNSON of Wisconsin and urges the 
favorable endorsement of your committee 
on this bill. 

Aa & representative of the Association of 
State and Territorial Health. Officers. I wish 
to express to yuu, the Committee on Inter
atate and Foreign Commer.ce,. Subcommittee 
on Health and Safety, the thanks of the 
entire membership of the association for the 
time you have allotted to our organization 
to be heard on this. very vital matter con-
cerning the health and welfare of the peo
ple of our Nation. 

Thank you. very much, Mr. Chaoirman. 

S!:rATEMENT OF DB.. DAVID E. PRICE, AsSISTAN-T 

SURGEON GENERAL, CHIEF, BURE&U OJi! STATE 
SERVICES, PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE, DEPART
MEN'rOF HE'ALTH; EDU(rATIOW, AND WELFARE, 
0N H.R. 3840, NAT-IONAL MILK SANITATION 
AcT, BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON HEALTH 
AND SAFE'I:Y, HoUSE COMMI'IT.EE ON INTER
STATI!l AND FORBIGN COMMERCX, APRlr. 26, 
1960 

Mr. Chairman and memb.ers at the com
mi·t!Lee, w~ appreciate this opportunity to 
testify concerning the views ai the Depart
ment of" Health, Education, and Welfare on 
H.R. 3840 and' identical bills. I have with 
me today Mr. -John D. Faulkner, Chief of 
the Milk and Food P-rogram, Di-vision of En
gineering Services, Bureau o~ State Services, 
Public: Health Service and Mr. Theodore 
Ellenbogen, legislative- attorney:, Office of the
General Counsel, Department. of Health, 
Education, and Welfare. both of whom tes
tified before this subcommittee 2. years ago 
on H.R. 7794--which also dealt with inter
state milk shipments. 

I should like to present a stat-ement and 
hllen, with the assistance of these gentle
men, answer any questions: which the com
mittee may care to ask. 

H.R. &840 ·would amend the Public- Health 
Ser_vice Ac-t in such way as. to :~:equire- the 
Surgeon. General to promulgate a Federal 
Milk Sanitation Code and to administer a 
program for certification of inter.state milk 
plants, whose milk and milk products, sub
ject to certain conditions, could not be ex
cluded from a. receiving· State or locality on 
health grounds if they complied with the 
provisions of the Federal Mllk Sanitation 
Code. 

The Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare favors the enactment of H:R. &840 
with minor technical amendments. The 
reasons are contained in Secretary Flem
ming's r.eport on the bill. r request, Mr. 
Chairman, that this report be incorpo:t:ated 
in its- entirety in the record, and 1 will limit 
my presentation to a dis:cussion of Public 
Health Service interec.ts. and acti:\liitiea in the 
field of. milk sanitation which appear perti
nent to the bill and to f:ur:ther amplification 
of points made tn the Secretary's report. 

It is. paradoxical that milk is both im
portant to the maintenance o! our health 
and at the same time has a great: paten tial 
to se:rv~ as a carrier of disease. The very 
nature of milk production and its subse
quent handling enhances the. danger to the 
consumer_ unless the product is properly 
safeguarded at every sta.ge. The list of dis
eases which hav~ been transmitted to man 
through tire consumption of milk hr long. 
It includes typhoid and paratyphoid fever, 
oo:vine tuberculosis, brucellosis:, diphtheria, 
septic_ sore thl:oat, diarrhea and enteritis, 
Q fever, and food poisoning. Information on 
the extent of Illllkborne disease in the United 
States during the- first- quarter of the cen
tury is limited; however, in the Ifterature 
fOl" this period, there are- records of 891 dis
ea~ outblteaks. 

A total of 42,327 cases, and 410 deaths 
were involved. Since• 1926. the Public Health 
Service has received reports of 1,026 out-
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breaks of milkborne disease involving 40,973 
cases and 655 deaths. 

The incidence of milkborne disease in the 
United St!lltes has been sharply reduced in 
recent years, but occasional outbreaks still 
occur, such as the 1955 paratyphoid fever 
outbreak in Lancaster, Pa., which serve to 
remind us _that it is a measure of control 
through constant vigilance rather than 
elimination of disease which has been 
achieved. 

The activities of the Public Health Service 
in milk sanitation began at the turn of the 
century with studies on the role of milk in 
the spread of disease. This work led to the 
conclusion that effective public health con
trol of milkborne disease requires the ap-· 
plication of sanitation measures through
out production, handling, pasteurization, and 
distribution of milk. These early studies 
were followed by research to identify and 
evaluate sanitary measures which might be 
used to control disease, including studies 
which led to improvement of the pasteuri
zation process. 

To a-ssist States and municipalities initiate 
effective programs for prevention of milk
borne disease, the Service undertook the 
development of a standard milk ordinance 
for the sanitary control of milk which would 
include only those provisions necessary for 
protection of the public health. This re
sulted in 1924 in a model regulation, now 
known as the milk ordinance and code rec
ommended by the Public Health Service. 
With the aid of a national advisory com
mittee, it has been revised 12 times since 
1924 in order to incorporate new knowledge 
into public health practice. 

The great variation once prevalent among 
milk regulations has been markedly reduced. 
The milk ordinance and code is now used 
as the basis fo.r the milk sanitation regu
lations of 36 States. It ·has been voluntarily 
adopted by 1,426 municipalities · and 496 
counties. It is the basic standard used in 
the voluntary Cooperative State-PHS Pro
gram for the Certification of Interstate Milk 
Shippers which I shall describe shortly. It 
ls also incorporated by reference in Federal 
specifications for procurement of milk and 
milk products, is used as the sanitary regu
lation for milk and milk products served on 
interstate carriers, and is recognized by pub
lic health agencies, the milk industry, and 
many others as a national standard for milk 
sanitation. We believe that the authors of 
H.R. 3840 were wise to propose its grade A 
standards as the basis for the development 
of the Federal Milk Sanitation Code which 
the bill would authorize. 

Following the development of the milk 
ordinance and code, the Service expanded 
its milk sanitation activities in order to pro
vide assistance to the many States and 
municipalities who were desirous of inaug
urating programs for the control of milk
borne disease. Today, our milk sanitation 
activities include: (1) Conduct of research 
and investigations; (2) education and train
ing of State, local, and industry personnel; 
(3) provision of technical and advisory as
sistance to States, municipalities, and in
dustry on milk sanitation problems; ( 4) 
development of recommended standards and 
technical procedures; (5) enforcement of the 
interstate quarantine regulations with re
spect to the sanitary quality of milk and 
frozen desserts served on interstate con
-veyances; and (6) participation with the 
.States in a voluntary program for certifica
tion of interstate milk shippers. I would like 
to discuss .the way this latter activity was 
initiated, since H.R. 3B~ would require full 
utilization of State and loc.al supervision and 
'inspection, and State certification, in a man
ner quite similar to that now used in the 
voluntary certification program. 

The development of .local milksheds for 
each community in the United States re
sulted from the fact that milk, which is 
such an important dietary item, is a highly 

perishable product, and that, until com
.paratively recent years, there was not suf
ficient refrigerated transport in use to move 
large volumes of milk long distances in 
relatively short periods of time. Because of 
the ever-present possibility of contamina
tion of milk with disease organisms, and 
because, in the early years, the sanitary con
trol of milk was not extensive, practically 
all States and municipalities included in 
their milk sanitation regulations, a require
ment that no milk could be sold within 
their jurisdiction unless inspected at the 
source by their own personnel. Under the 
conditions then existing, this requirement 
was probably justified. 

These conditions, however, have changed 
during the past 25 years. The expansion of 
population and growth of our metropolitan 
centers, with an attendant reduction of 
land available for dairy farming, has com
pelled communities to look to more distant 
sources for more and more of their fluid 
milk and cream supplies. In some area-s of 
the United States this need has been limited 
to periods of seasonal shortage, but an in
creasing number of areas have found it 
necessary to import some milk throughout 
most of the year. This period of popula
tion growth has also been a period of great 
technological change. Developments in san
itation, farm refrigeration, processing tech
niques, and refrigerated transport now make 
possible the movement of quality milk and 
-milk products safely to any point in the 
Nation. 

As more and more communities found it 
necessary to supplement their milk supplies 
from outside sources, many health author
ities took the position that it was unneces
sary, and, in fact, wasteful of tax dollars, 
to send their personnel to make inspections 
·of distant sources that were already under 
adequate supervision and inspection of an
other health agency. The problem this 
group faced was how to obtain reliable in
formation as to the sanitary quality of the 
supply, and they urged the Public Health 
Service to set up a system to supply such 
information. Such a system was estab
lished in 1950, following a National Confer
ence on Interstate Milk Shipments which 
was called by the Surgeon General. 

Under this program, inspection and 
laboratory control of interstate milk sup
plies are performed by the States and munic
ipalities in which the source of milk is 
located, using the Public Health Service 
Milk Ordinance and Code, and the rating 
method developed by the Service, as uniform 
criteria for evaluation. The States report 
to the Service those shippers whose products 
and plants have been rated by them in ac
cordance with the applicable sanitary re
quirements, and the Service publishes 
quartely, a list of the sanitation ratings of 
such certified shippers for the information of 
areas desiring to import milk. However, no 
shipper's rating is published without his 
permission. In order to validate the sanita
tion compliance ratings submitted by the 
States, the Service periodically spot checks 
such ratings and evaluates the work of each 
participating State, including its laboratory 
program. The basic features of this volun
tary system are the same as those which the 
authors have incorporated into H.R. 3840, and. 
'identical bills. 

This voluntary program has grown con
siderably during the last 8 years. In 1951, 
the first year of the program, 160 shippers 
located in 17 States were certified. The 
January 1, 1960 list of certified shippers in
cludes the names and ratings of 700 inter
state plants located in 35 States and the 
District of Columbia. These shippers obtain 
their supplies from an estimated 100,000-
125,000 Grade A dairy farms. In our opinion, 
it has been helpful in facilitating the inter
~ta.te movement o! milk supplies of high 
sanitary quality into States and cities whose 

regulatory officials are willing to accept such 
milk on the basis of the ratings made by 
the milk sanitation rating agency of the 
State in which the outside supply is located. 
However, being voluntary in nature, it has 
not and cannot eliminate the deliberate or 
unreasonable use of health regulations as 
trade barriers. 

There is considerable evidence to indicate 
that milk sanitation regulations of States 
and municipalities are frequently used to 
obstruct the movement of milk of high 
sanitary quality in interstate commerce. 

Such obstruction may result from legal 
limitations contained in the laws and regu
lations of a given jurisdiction; from prac
tical difficulties in the inspection of farms or 
plants located in distant areas, when a com
munity insists on making its own inspec
tions as a prerequisite for acceptance of out
of-State milk; or may be a matter of ad
ministrative policy which has been estab
lished for economic purposes. 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture, sev
eral years ago, conducted a study of the 
impact of sanitary requirements, Federal 
orders, State milk control laws, and truck 
laws on price, supply, and consumption, the 
results of which were published in Market
ing Research Report No. 98. This study in
cluded a survey of the policies affecting 
the acceptance of milk in all communities 
over 25,000 population having full-time 
health units. The report states (p. 20) 
under "Examples of Restrictive Sanitary 
RegulS~tions": 

"By far the most common policy standing 
in the way of free movement of milk was 
the refusal of given jurisdictions to accept 
milk produced or handled under the super
vision of other jurisdictions having sub
stantially equivalent sanitary standards." 

In the "Summary and Conclusions" sec
tion of the same report, the statement is 
made: 

"Some markets prohibit outright the entry 
of milk from beyond specific limits. Others 
burden such entry by insisting on their own 
inspection and then delay or refuse to in
spect, or levy discriminatory fees. Still other 
markets differentiate their regulations from 
those of surrounding areas without apparent 
necessity." 

Our experience indicates that there are 
milk sanitation requirements and practices, 
of little or no public health significance, 
which impede or obstruct the movement of 
high quality milk in interstate commerce, or 
which limit the acceptance of such milk to 
periods of seasonal shortage. These are: ( 1) 
The charging of high inspection fees which 
distant shippers feel they do not wish to pay 
considering the volume of milk likely to be 
sold; (2) inclusion of certain detailed speci
fications in regulations which have little or 
no effect on· the sanitary quality of milk, 
.such as specific dimensions for cow barn gut
ters, and which are not required by the pro
ducing State; (3), refusal to accept milk 
from an out-of-State source, or even an in
trastate source, because the producing juris
diction does not have an identical bacterial 
standard in its regulations, regardless of 
whether or not the milk itself meets the 
bacterial count standards of the receiving 
jurisdiction; (4) refusal, or unwillingness, to 
inspect dairy farms or milk plants located 
beyond an arbitrarily fixed distance; and (5) 
more stringent application of sanitary stand
ards to out-of-State sources than are en
forced within their own jurisdiction . 

The Association of State and Territorial 
Health Officers has given consideration to 
the use by some States and municipalities 
of health regulations as economic trade bar
riers to the free movement of fiuid milk 
both in intrastate and interstate commerce. 
In an omcial report entitled "Need and Rec
ommended Principles for Federal Milk Sani
tation Legislation," it is stated: 

"The association recognizes that Stat~s 
and their political subdivisions have the 
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right to exclude milk of questionable qual
ity, but unanimously agrees that heal.th 
regulations should not be used to restriCt 
either the intrastate or interstate movement 
of milk of high sanitary quality. In this 
connection it is felt that the sanitary con
trol of market milk and milk products can
not be divorced from the economics of milk 
production, processing and marketing, and 
that health agencies at all levels of govern
ment have a responsibility to avoid taking 
actions which cannot be sustained on public 
health grounds and which have an adverse 
economic eft'ect on the dairy industry." 

On this point, we would like to state that 
the Public Health Service has long held the 
view that milk sanitation regulations were 
for the express purpose of protecting the 
public health, and should not be used as a 
means of regulating the economic aspects of 
milk marketing. I would like to emphasize 
that our objections to the misuse of health 
and milk sanitation regulations as trade bar
riers do not stem from any opinion we may 
hold concerning the economic regulation of 
milk marketing. Our concern in this mat
ter is that we believe public health regula
tions should be kept separate from economic 
regulations so that they will not be subject 
to economic pressures. 

The policy of some local jurisdictions to 
insist that their own personnel make in
spections of out-of-State milk supplies as a 
prerequisite for acceptance, even though 
such supplies may be under the full-time 
supervision of another health agency, leads 
to costly duplication of inspection services. 
Often a single supply may be inspected by 
authorities from six to ten different States 
or municipalities in a year's time. It is our 
view that, where an out-of-State source is 
under the routine supervision of a respon
sible milk sanitation agency, and means are 
available for obtaining reliable information 
on the sanitary status of the supply, dupli
cation of inspection is wholly unnecessary 
as well as an expensive and wasteful prac
tice to both the shipping and receiving 
jurisdiction. 

Many of the advocates of direct inspection 
of out-of-State sources have taken the posi
tion that this is the only way that they can · 
be assured that such supplies conform with 
their own requirements, and are safe for 
consumption within their own jurisdictions. 
On the other hand, there is wide agreement 
today among health authorities as to the 
basic requirements necessary to protect milk 
supplies, and the voluntary program for 
the certification of interstate milk supplies 
has demonstrated that States and munici
palities can obtain reliable information on 
the sanitary status of out-of-State supplies 
without sending inspectors to distant 
sources. In our opinion, those agencies, 
which unnecessarily spend part of their 
health appropriation to duplicate the in.,. 
spection services of other health agencies, 
would be better advised to spend such funds 
to strengthen local milk sanitation services, 
or for other more pressing health needs. 

Commenting specifically on H.R. 3840, I 
would like to point out that this bill is quite 
different in approach and application from 
H.R. 7794 (85th Cong.) on which we re
ported unfavorably in 1958. Our position 
on that bill was based primarily on the 
view that the problem of trade barriers 
arising from the misuse of milk sanitation 
regulations was not of such dimensions as 
to justify so drastic a remedy as the expen
sive, far-reaching, pervasive, and overriding 
system of Federal regulation of all milk and 
fluid milk products in, or affecting inter
state commerce, such as H.R. 7794 would 
have prescribed. We were particularly con
cerned with the "affects interstate com
merce" clause of H.R. 7794, which appeared 
to us to call for a costly system of Federal 
inspection that would be superimposed un
necessarily on State and local inspection 

services to such a.n extent that even intra
state supplies of most major milk markets 
would have been involved. Thus, we were 
of the opinion that H.R. 7794, if it became 
law, would weaken State and local milk 
sanitation programs considerably. 

Following the hearings on H.R. 7794, the 
chairman of the Subcommittee on Health 
and Science, Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, requested the Department 
to submit recommendations for changes 
which should be made in the event the com
mittee should desire to give favorable con
sideration to the enactment of Federal milk 
sanitation legislation. In replying to this 
request, Assistant Secretary Richardson, in 
submitting a supplement report on H.R. 7794, 
stated: 

"We believe that, if there is to be Federal 
regulatory legislation on this subject, its ob
jective-i.e., to prevent the use of State or 
local milk sanitation requirements as trade 
barriers to the free interstate marketing of 
milk and fluid milk products-could, and 
should, be fully achieved by a law far less 
drastic and costly to the Federal Govern
ment, one so designed as to avoid direct 
Federal regulation of, and Federal penalties 
on, persons engaged in milk production, 
processing, distribution, e.tc., and to ~eep 
Federal interference with the traditional au
thority and responsibility of States and lo
calities for milk sanitation to the necessary 
minimum. 

"This is also the conclusion of the Associa
tion of State and Territorial Health Officers, 
which had established a committee to con
sult with the Surgeon General on the ad
visability of Federal legislation in this field. 

"The above-suggested approach would re
quire preparation of a completely new bill." 

Our review of H.R. 3840 indicates that its 
provisions are in accord with the specifica
tions set forth in Assistant Secretary Rich
ardson's supplemental report of December 
17, 1958, as well as with the principles speci
fied in the official statement and recommen
dations of the Association of State and 
Territorial Health Officers entitled "Neeq and 
Recommended Principles for Federal Milk 
Sanitation Legislation." 

We would favor the enactment of H.R. 
3840, with the minor amendments set forth 
in Secretary Flemming's report on the bill, 
for the following reasons: 

1. H.R. 3840 would provide an effective 
means of eliminating barriers to the inter
state shipment of fluid milk and fluid milk 
products resulting from unduly restrictive 
sanitation regulations and differing inspec
tion requirements without displacement of 
existing local systems. It would apply the 
force of Federal law only where health reg
ulations or enforcement practices unneces
sarily obstruct the interstate marketing of 
wholesome milk of high sanitary quality. 
At the same time, it would preserve to all 
jurisdictions the right to reject milk which 
had been certified under the provisions of 
the bill if such milk failed to conform to 
the bacterial, temperature, composition 
standards, and other criteria of the Federal 
Milk Sanitation Code which would be pro
mulgated under the act. It would not affect 
those jurisdictions which already accept milk 
from other States. 

2. H.R. 3840 would utilize, subject to Pub
lic Health Service checks, the existing struc
ture of State and local milk sanitation serv
ices for supervision, inspection, laboratory 
control, rating, and certification of inter
!5tate milk supplies, in a manner quite simi
lar to that now used in the voluntary pro
gram for the certification of interstate milk 
shippers. It would utilize, as a 'basis of the 
Federal Milk Sanitation Code, the grade A 
sanitation standards of the milk ordinance 
and code recommended by the Public Health 
Service, current on the date of enactment 
of the bill. The recommended milk ordi
n ance and code, as mentioned earlier, pres-

ently serves as the basis for the regulations 
of 36 States and over 1,900 local jurisdictions. 
This should remove the reservations that 
some health authorities, as well as industry 
people, may have concerning both the ade
quacy and practicality of a new Federal Milk 
Sanitation Code. Also, since the bill does 
not contain an "affects interstate commerce" 
clause, it does not deprive States and local 
communities of the right to exercise full 
sanitary control over their intrastate sup
plies. 

3. We believe H.R. 3840 has other import
ant public health implications. It would 
assure fluid milk and milk products of high 
sanitary quality to jurisdictions receiving 
milk and milk products under its provisions. 
In many cases, it would undoubtedly lead to 
an improvement in the sanitary quality of 
milk supplies by eliminating the need for 
utilizing supplies of inferior or questionable 
quality during periods of shortage. We also 
believe it inevitable that the immunities 
cohferred by the bill, together with the pres
tige attached to compliance, to a degree of 
at least 90 percent, with the Federal stand
ard, would inspire both industry and official 
milk sanitation agencies to seek necessary 
improvements in their local supplies. Con
sequently, we are certain that the bill would 
result in added health protection for con
sumers of milk in many areas. 

4. H.R. 3840 would discourage State and 
local jurisdictions from sending their own 
personnel to make inspections of out-of-State 
milk sources and thus, to a large degree, 
would eliminate duplication of inspection. 

5. The provisions of H.R. 3840 could be 
carried out by the Surgeon General of the 
Public Health Service at a relatively modest 
expenditure by the Federal Government. It 
is estimated that, if the bill should become 
law, the Public Health Service could carry 
out its responsibilities under the act at an 
estimated cost of $630,000 for the first year 
of operation, $834,000 for the second year, 
$905,000 for the third year, $976,000 for the 
fourth year, and $1,046,000 for the fifth year, 
at which point, costs should level off. These 
cost estimates are in addition to approxi
mately $365,000 being spent in fiscal year 
1961 for milk sanitation activities. However, 
while these estimates indicate that the statu
tory appropriation ceiling of $1,500,000 per 
year contained in the bill would be adequate 
for some years, we urge that the dollar ceil
ing be eliminated from the bill, especially 
since our estimates are not a long-range 
forecast. As said in the Department's re
port on the bill, to "put a dollar ceiling in 
a health-regulatory measure, especially one 
which makes receiving States and localities 
depend on the ability of the Public Health 
Service to carry out its responsibilities un
der the bill in all eventualities, would be 
seriously objectionable. The budgetary pro
cess is fully adequate to assure congressional 
verification of actual requirements for the 
program." 

I wish to thank the committee for its 
courtesy to me and to the Department in 
the present at ion of his statement. 

ROBERT CALDWELL, EDITOR OF 
BAYONNE TIMES, RECEIVES AD 
HUMANOS AWARD 
Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent that the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. GALLAGHER] may extend 
his remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Speaker, it is 

with a great deal of pleasure that I call 
to the attention of my colleagues a recent 
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award which was bestowed upon a most 
deserving gentleman-Robert Caldwell, 
editor of the Bayonne Times, a news
paper published in my district. Mr. 
Caldwell received the first Ad Humanos 
Award of Mount Carmel Institute of 
Adult Education. This award is given to 
an outstanding person in recognition of 
distinguished and noteworthy service in 
promoting the cause of the humanities 
and fostering in an exemplary manner 
the true spirit of good citizenship. Mr. 
Caldwell is most deserving of this award. 
He is a dedicated humanitarian whose 
diligent, faithful, and outstanding con
tributions are exemplified by his tireless 
efforts on behalf of Bayonne. 

I wish to commend the institute for 
selecting such a worthy citizen as the 
recipient of this award. I want to con
gratulate and wish every continued 
success to Mr. Caldwell. 

I would like to include as part of my 
remarks the following article from the 
Bayonne Times of April 7, 1960, in which 
their editor is honored: 
INSTITUTE HONORS EDITOR OF TIMES, NAMES 

HIM FOR AD HUMANOS AWARD 
Robert N. Caldwell, managing editor of 

the Bayonne Times had been named to re
ceive the first Ad Humanos Award of Mount 
Carmel Institute of Adult Education, Rt. 
Rev. Msgr. Anthony A. Tralka, president, an
nounced today. The award is "given to an 
outstanding person in recognition of dis
tinguished and noteworthy service in pro
moting the cause of the humanities and 
fostering in an exemplary manner the true 
spirit of good citizenship." 

Stanley P. Kosakowski, spokesman for the 
awards committee, lauded Caldwell "for the 
past 13 years of service to the citizens of 
Bayonne with such steadfastness of purpose, 
courage, and ability, with dignity and wis
dom as well as prudence in the exacting 
and challenging post of managing editor 
of the Bayonne Times. 

"During his tenure, the Ad Humanos 
Award recipient has unceasingly stressed 
and heralded the good and wholesome, 
maintaining the high standards of ethics 
and morality so sadly neglected by many 
in journalism today." Dean Kosakowski 
continued: "Caldwell has thus helped make 
and keep the Bayonne Times so typically a 
good community and family newspaper-one 
with a heart--serving all the citizens in all 
parts so effectively. 

"Editor Caldwell, by his constant, faithful, 
and diligent efforts has helped promote the 
idea that Bayonne is a good place to live and 
work and is a good neighbor, as evinced by 
his provocative and timely editorials, by 
maintaining a thoughtful and challenging 
youth page, by his treatment of political 
issues and news items so intelligently and 
objectively. Also by the impressive and well 
balanced social page, by the complete, and 
comprehensive coverage of local sports news, 
by the selection of many inspiring, and in
formative feature articles that appear in the 
pages of the Bayonne Times, and by an ade
quate reporting of church and religious news 
and indeed by the integrity of reporting daily 
happenings in the community. 

"The 1960 award winner has performed 
his duties with steadfastness of purpose in 
spite of many difficulties, obstacles, and bar
riers, taking the lead in critical areas to help 
make the lives of an the people in the com
munity and Nation a better, friendlier , and 
safer place to work and live amidst the 
bountiful gifts showered on us by Almighty 
God," Kosakowski continued. 

"Mount Carmel Institute being an integral 
part of the community, feels that it has 

honored itself by bestowing this honor upon 
Robert N. Caldwell, who in the opinion of 
the committee, after a careful and diligent 
study, was considered to have contributed 
much for the cause of humanity, so that his 
works and example serve as a beacon for 
the rest to see and imitate in the great cause 
of the humanities. 

"Being mindful of these outstanding quali
ties the president and faculty of Mount Car
mel Institute of Adult Education wish to rec
ognize and extend their sincere and whole
hearted appreciation to Robert N. Caldwell, 
for his outstanding contributions to the citi
zens of Bayonne and to commend him and 
the publisher and staff of the Bayonne Times 
for their faithful and unselfish efforts." 

Caldwell was born in Titusv111e, Pa., and 
attended schools there, in New York, and 
in Hasbrouck Heights. After graduation 
from Columbia he worked with the Bergen 
Evening Record for 13 years, and then spent 
2 years in business in New York before 
coming to Bayonne in 1947. 

THE TEAMSTERS UNION 
Mr. TOLLEFSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD and 
to include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Washington? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. TOLLEFSON. Mr. Speaker, I 

have received several communications 
relative to the Teamster monitoring sys
tem which is now in effect under an or
der of the U.S. District Court for the 
District of Columbia. All inform me 
that the members of the Teamsters Un
ion, who number some 1,600,000, desire 
to hold a convention for the purpose of 
electing a president at a free and open 
election. They have been denied the 
right to hold such an election. Editorials 
appearing in the Wall Street Journal, 
the Nation, the Detroit News, and the 
Toledo Blade have commented on the 
situation which exists, and have agreed 
in general that during the approximately 
2 years of monitorship nothing much has 
been done about Hoffa and the Team
sters. These editorials have not reflected 
much credit upon the court having juris
diction of the case or the monitors. 

Copies of the editorials have hereto
fore been printed in the RECORD and 
therefore it is not necessary to ask that 
they be printed again in connection with 
my brief remarks. However, an excerpt 
from the editorial of the Nation merits 
attention, and reads as follows: 

The ·trut h is that to deprive union mem
bers of the .right to vote for their interna
t ional officers is no more defensible, legally, 
than to deprive stockholders of their r ight 
to elect officers of United States Steel. 

The consent decree in the case pend
ing in the district court provided for a 
board of three monitors to serve until 
a new convention for the election of 
Teamster officers. The Landrum-Grif
fin bill of last year provided for the 
calling of such elections. Yet the 
Teamster members are denied the right 
to hold one by virtue of the actions of 
the monitors and the court. It seems 
to me that this situation is one which 
merits the early attention of Congress. 

One of the communications I have re
ceived is a telegram from members of a 

Teamster local in my State. I include 
it herewith: 

SEA'I"I'LE, WAsH., April20, 1960. 
Hon. THOR TOLLEFSON, 
Member of Congress, House Office Buildi ng, 

Washington, D.C.: 
We, the undersigned rank-and-file mem

bers of General Teamsters Local No. 174, 
hereby petition Congress tor redress of 
grievances: 

1. Undue delay of the monitorship has led 
to the squandering of over $1 million of 
Teamsters rank-and-file moneys and the de
nial of our basic rights to a convention to 
elect officers of our own choosing as guar
anteed by the Landrum-Griffin law. 

Please use your good offices to bring this 
matter to the attention of Congress and the 
appropriate congressional committee· to in
vestigate the misconduct of the monitors 
and the Federal court judge and cause the 
necessary remedial legislation. 

Henry W. Pratt, Walter C. Hin.ricksen, 
Ernest W. Ottoson, Richard S. Leitch, 
Glenn F. Hofland, George Crain, Ev
erett Olerud, Dante Crenna, Harry 
Winchester, Wallace E. Scott, Edward 
Joseph, Jr., H. D. Maltby, Frederick S. 
Richard, Danny . Hislop, George s. 
Corner, Stacy W. Barton, Lester D. 
Jackson, Bob E. Lackey, Art Monroe, 
John R. Stocker, Mel Ream, Gus 
Stumpf, Floyd sumey, Dwight L. 
Finch, Leslie W. Lamb, Jack D. Tar
rant, George S. Kuklenski, Robert N. 
McDaniel, Vic Calderon, Don Wilston, 
George K. Woodruff, Nicholas Matula, 
Glen Sargent, Mike R. Boyovlch, Dale 
E. Heltsley, Clayton E. Reid, Bill 
Heron, Ralph Bingham, George Malm, 
Leo Foti, R. P. Raffensberger, Leonard 
Smith, Clifford Graham, Bertil H. 
Stromback, Doris Ridenour, Ralph B. 
Ledbetter, Orville L. Brown, Jeano 
Ceccarelli, George S. case, Archie Car
rossino, Nick Vacca, V. R. Mattson, 
Bruce Ed Miller, William H. Bartee, 
James Menaglfa, Steve Gaudino, Karl 
C. Woehkle, Mario Bevilacqua, Charles 
M. Wilber, Wesley P. Dew, D. McCal
lom, M. M. MacPherson, Dominic Co
lello, Don Rousu, Walter Seltz, Martin 
J. Kea.rney, Raymond H. Dietz, Wil
liam J. Divers, Jr., Gary Johnson, D. 
S. La.rson, R. W. Sager, D. L. Cody, 
Donald E. Anderson, Frank J. Noble, 
Robert E. Dugan, John S. Thomas, 
Raymond H. Johnson, Carl Horne, 
Reginald D. James, Walter E. Watson, 
David W. Andrews, Oscar M. Lund
strom, Lloyd Laplante, W. H. Harrison, 
Thomas V. Peterson, Stanley Mitzak, 
·Howard Haup, William Barnes, Louis 
Loisell, W. Chapman, Leo Kreitle, Jim 
Anderson, George Lavoy, Dick Case
bere, John W. Dietz, Frank Eliason, 
Harry A. Hastings, Reenhold Sell, 
Marcus J. Nola n, H. W. Telquist, Elmer 
Knisley, John Johnson, Bill De Vorse, 
Mike Rechey, I. Jack Lacher, George 
R. Axtel, Hugh A. Tankersley, Wm. C . 
Douglass, F. E. O 'Brien, Archie R . 
Kithcurt, James E. Gatis, Kenneth R. 
Burns, J. R ay Tunison, Chris Fryder
land, Dave Greenlee, Arthur L. Lamm, 
Thomas J. Hall, Geo. W. Clayton, A. 
J. Spaetiz, E. N. West, H . W. Horton, 
W. W. Armstrong, R. L. Shaw, John P . 
Danaher, Wm. Wallace, John F. Snei
derman, Lloyd Nelson, David R. Galvin, 
Eric R. Lindberg, Jack L. Anderson, 
Lee Bratton, Bob Clark, L. 0. Laxton, 
Clare G. Bingaman, James Jangewood , 
Charles R . Sundst rom, George Scan
lon, Jay Hershey, Jess L. Powers, B. 0 . 
Anderson, Rodney R. Kilner, R. E. 
Hudson, H. L. Botchier, Winf:l.ed Myers, 
John Annear, George H. Sturgio, Oli
ver W. J acobson, E. A. Ribb, Joe 
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Winkle, RayS. Edwards, Paul E. Jacob
son, Cha.rlie Kline, Michael J. Brady, 
James Thorpe, Fred L. Keyes, Fred M. 
White, Bob Cragg, Pete Peters, Morris 
Cody, F. Nooney, Ernest A. Ford, Don
ald E. Hallett, Earl Robinson, Melvin 
G. Thomas, Fred L. Pitcher, David A. 
Collin, John Fattorm, Frank Pugel, 0. 
Fladmark, G. Fittmaurile, ·F. Penning
ton, Donald L. 'Anderson, Arthur J. 
Erickson, David Franco, Harold Ray, 
George Hammericksen, Eugene E. 
Judd, Bryce E. Brown, Robert Bakkus, 
Bunton J. Heath, Victor W. Johnson, 
Fred G. Allinson, Jr., Joseph H. Ginec
chi, Robert J. Sullivan, Gene R. Crosse, 
Mich Mau, John Rogers, David E. 
Gault, H. T. Jenseth, R. Gardner, W. 
Coause, J. Kain, F. Hanson, D. Marion, 
R. Bolstern, John Lopez, James McEl
hinny, L.A. Nelson, Elmer Madde, Wes 
Waruer, Bert H . Keush, H. Richards, 
J. J. Curti, Wm. F. Mogden, Earl Hen
drickson, Ronald Scheidt, W. S. Smith, 
Jr., L. ·u. Easter, Donald Werner, Joe 
Ferrelli, Bud Richardson, Robert Mc
Coy, Robert J. Paul, Bert Scribner, L. 
D. Briggs, Wayne Hall, Stu Goranson, 
Harry G. Fisk, Jack E. Reynolds, Har
old A. Hill, M. A. Nick Telquist, Ver
non T. Nielsen, Geo. L. Stensen, George 
W. Auld, Vincent J. Commisso, M. L. 
Berry, Leroy Reid, Richard Kroening, 
Allen C. Kilby, James Martineau, Nel
son Chamberline, Billy Ray Adams, 
William Reese, Martin C. Kalkenroth, 
E. D. Schwartz, J. C. catterlin, J. S. 
Yeoman, E. H. Jones, D. E. Meier, C. R. 
Shaw, Harold Kenney, Al Ellis, George 
R. Coleman, C. P. Brown, Walter 
Wendt, William Cokir, Robert Peter
son, Ed Ruthensky, Bud Dove, Geo. 
Rossback, Amonn J. Hash, T. R. De 
Jausserand, Lee S. Claver, Hugh A. 
Osburn, William T. Fury, Paul Mc
Guair, Theron Thomas, Howard H. La 
Duke, J. L. Willett, J. W. Garbysh, J. 
E. Stephens, Eli J. Marringer, Roy H. 
Lund, Harry McKenzie, James V. Har
rison, Geo. M. Harry, Andrew P. Sul
livan, Ray J. Mangeni, Weigent La 
Poma, Danel N. Osborn, James P. Mar
tin, Jr. 

FEDERAL MINE SAFETY ACT 
Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. SAYLoR] may 
extend his remarks in the body of the 
RECORD and include extraneous matter. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, it was 

indeed gratifying to learn of the over
whelming approval by the U.S. Senate 
of the bill introduced by the senior 
Senator from Pennsylvania, Mr. CLARK, 
and cosponsored by others, to extend the 
protection of the Federal Coal Mine 
Safety Act to all miners, regardless of 
the size of the mine in which they work 
or the number of men employed in those 
mines. 

Those Members of Congress who par
ticipated in the debate and passage of the 
Federal Coal. Mine Safety Act in 1952 
recall the testimony that led to the en
actment of that law. 

Every year since that time the U.S. 
Bureau of Mines, the United Mine Work
ers of America, and the individual oper
ators have requested Congress to amend 
this act, thereby extending its prov:isions 
to mines employing less than 14 men. 

A coal miner should be entitled to the 
protection of the best safety conditions 
regardless of the number of men who 
work with him. His life is just as pre
cious to him and his family regardless 
of the size of the operation. 

The arguments against this bill have 
been principally economic. I personally 
believe that a mine that affords ade
quate safety regulations for its miners 
will be a better mine from the operators 
standpoint. It seems rather ridiculous 
to say that if you employ 14 or less min
ers you can disregard their safety, but 
if you employ 15 men you must make 
their working conditions safe as provided 
in the Federal Coal Mine Safety Act of 
1952. 

I again congratulate the Senate on its 
overwhelming vote and hope that the 
House Committee on Education and 
Labor will soon bring this bill to the 
floor for speedy passage. 

TWELFTH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
STATE OF ISRAEL: THE MIRACLE 
OF THE IMPOSSIBLE 
Mr. IRWIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent that the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. TELLER] may extend his 
remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Connecticut? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. TELLER. Mr. Speaker, if a 

miracle is that which transcends the 
bounds of the possible, then this year 
on May 14 we celebrate the 12th an
niversary of a miracle-the rebirth of 
the State of Israel. To paraphrase the 
words of the 17th century British poet, 
Andrew Marvell: 

This state wa-s a birth as rare 
As dream and hope could ever be; 

It was begotten by despair 
Upon impossibility. 

For it seems impossible that a people 
dispersed through countless countries 
for countless centuries should have held 
to a dream of returning to their original 
homeland. Yet faith in this dream did 
not die despite the oppressions and per
secutions the descendants of Israel so 
often endured in so many lands. It 
seems impossible that a people so long 
alienated from agrarian pursuits should 
have tried to turn an arid wasteland into 
a fertile orchard. Yet their endless en
deavor and patient perseverance caused 
water to flow, trees to grow and fruit to 
flourish. It seems almost impossible for 
a long-passive people to have dared to 
brave the onslaught of numerically su
perior forces that threatened with force 
of arms to engulf them from all direc
tions. Yet in desperation the people 
lon·g known as the "People of the Book" 
took sword in hand and successfully de
fended themselves against overwhelming 
odds. This was truly a triumph of 
faith, courage and endeavor over impos
sibility. 

When after 2,000 years the State of 
Israel rose again like a phoenix from the 
long-dormant desert, it was only to face 
a challenge whose very magnitude made 
survival seem impossible. This was the 
challenge of accepting and absorbing 

the thousands and thousands of Jews 
who desperately needed a place of refuge 
and rehabilitation. 

The problems facing the new State 
seemed already insuperable without this 
additional task. First there was the 
ever-present problem of defense. 
Ringed around by hostile nations eager 
to obliterate them, the people of Israel 
were forced to expend much of their re
sources and energies to maintain a per
petual state of preparedness. To pro
tect the borders was not easy. For in 
Israel, smaller in size than our State of · 
Massachusetts, no settlement except in 
the southern Negev is more than 20 
miles away from an Arab frontier. 
Then there was the problem of meeting 
the minimum needs of the people al
ready in the country. Despite the in
tensive efforts of several generations of 
dedicated pioneers on the land, Israel 
was far from supplying her minimum 
food needs. Much had still to be done 
in the way of irrigation and land recla
mation to make the barren and 
rocky soil fit for further cultivation. 
Little industry existed in Israel in 1948 
and nearly all of the manufactured 
commodities consumed needed to be 

· imported from abroad. These were but 
a few of the many problems upon whose 
solution depended the survival of the 
country and its people. 

Yet Israel could not close its doors 
to the multitudes who needed entry. 
For to have done so would have been 
to deny its own roots and spiritual her
itage. The proclamation of independ
ence had stated: 

The State of Israel will be open to Jewish 
immigration and the ingathering of exiles. 

And the exiles came-from 4 conti
nents and 70 countries. They came in
dividually, in single family units, and in 
triple-generation patriarchal clans. 
They came from almost as great a 
variety of backgrounds as this world 
can offer. From the DP camps in 
Europe came the wan survivors of the 
Hitler horrors, the refugees from cen
tral Europe and .those· who could get 
out from the Iron Curtain countries of 
Eastern Europe. From the Near East 
came the victims of Arab retaliation
Syrian Jews from across the border, 
Iraqi Jews from the bazaars of Bagh
dad and the hills of Kurdistan, Yemen
ite Jews whose ways had not changed 
from the days of the Old Testament. 
They emigrated from north Africa
cosmopolitans from Cairo and Casa
blanca and rural groups from the re
mote Atlas Mountains. They emigrated 
from more distant Asia-Iranian Jews 
from Teheran and Isfahan and Indian 
Jews from Travancore-Cochin. From 
England, from South Africa, from New 
Zealand, from the United States, and 
from Canada, they came as pioneers to 
contribute their knowledge and skills to 
the building up of the reborn state. 

During the first 3 ¥2 years of modern 
Israel's existence, over 684,000 entered 
Israel, taxing its limited facilities to the 
utmost. By now the total number of 
new immigrants has reached almost a 
million. This means that the Jewish 
population of 650,000 at the time of 
Israeli independence has had to absorb 



1960 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -HOUSE 8819 
twice its own number in a scant dozen 
years. 

This was not merely a matter of open
ing the doors and making a place for 
people prepared for the rigors of re
settlement in a harsh and challenging 
environment. For many of the new im
migrants did not come, as did the early 
wave of settlers, with a sense of mis
sion and a zeal for breaking ground in 
agricultural pioneering. Nor did they · 
come, as did the latter wave of pre-state 
settlers, with the skills and trades and 
professions vitally needed in a newly 
developing country. Most arrived with
out money and means of any sort. 
Fewer than 2 percent had had any agri
cultural experience. Over half lacked 
vocational professional training. In
cluded among them were large numbers 
of children, of aged and ill, urgently in 
need of medical attention and of social 
services of all types. 

Food was in short supply, but they had 
to be fed. Textiles were in short sup
ply, but they needed to be clothed. 
Housing was scarce, but they needed to 
be housed. They came speaking many 
tongues and needed to be taught the 
language of the country. They needed 
to be trained in productive tasks and 
given employment to become self-suf
ficient. Coming from a variety of cul
tures with many different customs, they 
needed help to integrate themselves into 
the social and cultural climate of their 
new home. 

To provide all this in so brief a span 
of time seemed truly impossible and yet 
this Herculean task was accomplished. 
Plans were drafted by numerous gov
ernmental and semigovernmental agen
cies and resources, energies and man
power channelled into absorbing the 
immigrants into the already strained 
economic fabric of Israel. At first the 
immigrants were taken into reception 
centers and transitional camps where 
immediate survival needs were met but 
they were dependent upon continued 
assistance. In 1954, a new policy was 
instituted, called ''From Ship to Settle
ment." This made provision for the 
new immigrants to be sent upon arrival 
to specific settlements and development 
areas where housing had been prepared 
and work was available. 

To these settlements came doctors 
and nurses, teachers and technicians, 
agricultural advisers and irrigation spe
cialists, social workers and numbers of 
other skilled specialists to help in the 
process of adaptation. Young Israelis 
sacrificed their individual ambitions to 
aid the immigrants to establish them
selves. Old pioneers who had long 
earned the right to rest from their la
bors worked again to give the newcom
ers the benefits of their experience. 

viding a variety of courses, including in
tensive training in the Hebrew lan
guage. Over 400,000 adults have learned 
Hebrew in the last decade. What 
seemed impossible is being attained at 
an incredible rate of speed. 

Not only has Israel, beginning with 
such limited sources, succeeded in ab
sorbing these immigrants, but at the 
same time she has succeeded in expand
ing these resources at a remarkably im
pressive rate. In the first decade of her 
existence, for example, the land area 
under cultivation grew 2¥2 times. This 
feat is remarkable enough. But I am 
sure this audience needs no reminder 
that the land when the Israeli state was 
established was not like our own rich up
state New York, Ohio, or Iowa soils into 
which our own forefathers were fortu
mite enough to be able to move. The 
Israeli pioneers had to move into seem
ingly arid, almost desert-like areas 
where little rain falls and where any wa
ter, if it is to be had, must be brought 
long miles through costly irrigation sys
tems. The desert land is fruitful soil if 
only the precious, life-giving water can 
be brought to it. And through tremen
dous efforts, the irrigated area of the 
land has been more than quadrupled. 
Almost 500 new agricultural settlements 
and villages were established in less than 
a decade. Earlier, these settlements, 
particularly in the desert Negev area, 
were mainly strung along the coast 
where there was some rainfall. But now 
that desert is spotted with green and 
verdant fields, drawing from the soil and 
the new water a rich garden of nature's 
fruitfulness. 

Agricultural production, for example, 
has almost tripled and new crops have 
been introduced. The country has 
sought to produce crops for home con
sumption and for export. Cotton was 
first sown in 1953, for example, and now 
it supplies almost 40 percent of the local 
needs. The sugar beet was first planted 
in 1951 and is now not only cultivated but 
it is processed locally to contribute to 
Israel's standard of living, the highest 
in the area. Israel is already self-suffi
cient in the production of eggs, poultry, 
dairy and milk products, although a dec
ade ago much of her dairy supplies had 
to come from abroad. The new Israel, 
like Palestine before it, is noted for its 
luscious oranges that are favored in 
many foreign markets, and the country 
is. now self -sufficient in fruits and vege
tables. 

Prior to 1948, as I have said, there was 
little industry. But now Israel is the 
most industrialized area of the Middle 
East, exporting industrial as well as ag
ricultural commodities. A remarkable 
variety of goods are now turned out by 
Israeli factories. Rubber tires, textiles 
of many types, canned foods, electrical 
equipment like radios and bulbs are all 

Today there is hardly a transitional 
camp left in Israel. Since 1948 more 
than 150,000 homes have been built for 
the new settlers. Where barely a few 
years ago was nothing but sand and 
stone, flourishing communities are 
growing and spreading. People who a 
short time ago had seen nothing more 
mobile than a camel are operating trac
tors and elaborate mechanical equip
ment. Schools and community centers 
and adult education institutes are pro-

· produced. Her ceramics and chemical 
industries derive largely from her own 
resources. Building materials she has 
aplenty, like cement. Her skilled immi
grants have brought the difficult crafts
manship to manufacture industrial dia
monds and to cut rough diamonds into 
beautiful and useful shapes. After 
many years of exploration, much dis
couragement but persistence, oil was fl-

nally located in the Negev, and domestic 
oil production now meets one-tenth of 
the country's needs. A lengthy pipeline 
winds its way from the Gulf of Aqaba and 
then across the desert to Beersheba. Its 
extension to the Mediterranean may 
make possible the movement of oil 
across from the Red Sea to the Mediter
ranean without having to depend upon 
the good will of the Egyptian Govern
ment. From the Dead Sea and the des
ert of the Negev minerals such as potash, 
copper, and phosphate are being ex
tracted. Thus from very small begin
nings, in one decade Israel has been able 
to develop many of the industries which 
distinguish industrial from agricultural 
countries. The skill, the dynamic drive 
and the enterprise of Israel's intelligent 
population have together made great 
things happen in Israel. 

It is no devaluation of the Israeli 
achievement to point out that this re
markable economic and industrial 
growth is not alone the result of Israeli 
efforts on Israeli soil. Without their 
vision and skills these achievements were 
not possible. On the other hand, it is 
only just to note the very important role 
that foreign resources have also played 
in this development. Aid from abroad 
has been very large, not by comparison 
with the need, but in proportion to the 
population. Extensive loans and grants 
have been made by our Government. 
The Jewish community of the world has 
contributed to this great cause. Indeed, 
without the voluntary contributions of 
millions of the more favored members of 
the Jewish community, the entire enter
prise would long ago have foundered. 
Moreover, Israel's finances have been 
helped over several rough patches by 
reparations from Germany-however 
bitter the recollection of what the Nazis 
did to decimate the Jewish community in 
Western and Eastern Europe. And the 
release of frozen sterling balances from 
London also helped. Moreover, Jewish 
and non-Jewish firms have invested 
directly in enterprises in Israel, invest
ment decisions which brought technical 
know-how, sales organizations and other 
economic advantages. Although there 
were groups within Israel who by reasons 
of doctrine and obsolete political ideas 
thought that ail private enterprise was 
"exploitive" and "imperialist" and what 
not, the government and preponder
ating opinion were wise enough to see 
that good could come of setting those 
conditions that would attract foreign 
investors. . And this has certainly proved 
its value to the growing economy. 

Yet even with such aid, this could not 
have been accomplished without the 
constant devotion to effort and dedica
tion to the national purpose of a people 
bent on building their homeland into 
more than a mere place of refuge. Visi
tors to Israel have come away impressed 
with the sense of mission and urgency 
that have characterized Israelis in all 
lines of activity. They have seen the 
government planners in shirt sleeves too 
busy to stand on ceremony. They have 
seen men, women, and children walk 
miles each day under the burning desert 
sun carrying pails of water to water a 
plant that will one day become a tall tree. 
They have seen men man the border 
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settlements with a .plow in one hand 
and a rifle in the other~ while their 
wives calmly bear babies and bring them 
up under the threat of gunfire and in
filtration. 

But today I do not want to dwell too 
long on the accomplishments of Israel, 
numerous and impressive though they 
are. I rather wish to emphasize the sig
nificance of these accomplishments for 
the world outside of Israel. And I want 
to stress the new and vital role that 
Israel has undertaken in :recent years to 
strengthen the free world. 

Today Israel stands as living proof 
that rapid economic development and 
social change can successfully take place 
within the framework of democratic 
political institutions. And today Israel 
stands as a sterling example that East 
and west can meet with understanding 
and truly work together as partners in 
progress. 

One of the major question marks in 
the world today is the future of the newly 
independent countries of Asia and the 
presently emerging countries of Africa. 
They have achieved and are achieving 
political independence. They have as
serted their preference for democratic 
forms of government. But if political 
democracy cannot soon secure for these 
nations the economic gains and the 
1·ising standard of living traditionally 
associated with the democratic way of 
life, there is the danger that they may 
decide to dispense with democracy. For 
two systems are competing today in the 
race to banish poverty and privation 
from the unde1·developed areas of the 
earth. One is the system of force and 
the other the system of freedom. 

Israel stands not only as a bastion of 
democracy in the Middle East where 
democracy is faltering and may be fail
ing. But Israel, which itself has faced 
and overcome most of the problems 
which plague the newly independent 
states, has dramatically proven that 
they can be overcome without sacrificing 
democratic processes. 

One of the major difficulties facing the 
new countries is the achievement of na
tional unity among populations com
posed of many different ethnic, cultural, 
and linguistic groups with diverse cus
toms and diverse interests. Few other 
countries have as heterogeneous a pop
ulation as Israel, whose people may have 
derived from one religious and spiritual 
heritage but represent many different 
cultures, customs, and traditions of be
havior. Yet in the towns, the villages, 
and in the army, they have learned to 
live and work together, to reconcile and 
blend their differences and to fuse their 
various contributions into a national 
culture and consciousness. 

What probably strikes the first-time 
visitor to Israel most strongly is the ex
treme variety of physical types en
countered in the streets of any of the 
large cities. Side by side in the cafes sit 
tall, blue-eyed, tow-haired, and pale
skinned people who might have come 
from the fiords of Scandinavia and 
slight, blue-black-haired, brown-skinned 
people who would certainly be indistin
guishable in any Indian gathering. Next 
to a squat, thick-set and stalwart man 

who may have come from the steppes of 
Russia walks. a curly tressed, liquid
eyed, and copper-toned beauty who 
may have once peered . from behind a 
tent in Yemen. Not only in the cities 
but in the slopes of the vineyards and in 
the fields of cotton one sees working side 
by side Jews from Johannesburg and 
Jews from Morocco and an army unit 
marching by may be formed of men 
formerly from 40 countries. 

Yet Israel has managed to .absorb 
these people and the ideas and institu
tions they have brought with them from 
various parts of the world and reshape 
them to her needs without force and 
without sacrificing political stability and 
the freedoms of speech and press and 
assembly. Late last year Israel had 
another national election and 12 parties 
out of the 24 which ran slates are rep
resented in the Knesset, the national 
parliament. These parties represent a 
wide variety of points of view and inter
est groups. It may be noted in passing 
that the non-Jewish population of Israel, 
mainly Arabic, are also represented in 
parliament and are also being brought 
into the modern national life through 
training and educational facilities and 
encouragement in the use of new tech
niques and materials. 

The results of this election are also 
significant in several ways. For the 
Mapai, the leading party which has pur
sued policies oriented to the West, 
gained in strength and the Communists 
and leftwing groups which have advo
cated neutralism declined in strength 
rather dramatically. The Mapai Party 
seems to be showing a new look as its 
leadership has been augmented by a 
younger generation of men, such as for
mer Chief of Staff Moshe Dayan, former 
Ambassador to the United States and to 
the United Nations Abba Eban, and for
mer Director General of the Department 
of Defense Shimon Peres. These are 
men who seem to favor nonpartisan; 
pragmatic approaches to problems rather 
than holding to the doctrinaire socialism 
o.f the older leaders. 

And it is in this area of offering prag
matic solutions to existing problems that 
Israeli economic methods can serve and 
are serving as models -for underdeveloped 
areas. For Israel has successfully de
veloped a number of economic and social 
forms of organization to meet the prob
lems of economic development and social 
change as they arose. Side by side in 
Israel exist: the communal kibbutz where 
work is organized on a collective basis; 
the moshav, or smallholders' settlement, 
where families work inQividual farms 
but buy and sell through central coopera
tives; several variants of both of these; 
and all the forms o~ private, public, and 
mixed enterprises. 

This is one of the reasons why African 
and Asian countries, faced with the prob
lem of stimulating economic development 
among elements of their populations 
whose social forms have been tribal and 
communal and cooperative, look to Israeli 
experience and seek assistance and ad
vice from Israeli experts. In Ghana, 
Israeli advisers have been assisting with 
plans to create farming communities 
modeled on Israeli kibbutzim and mo-

shavim. In Nigeria, Israelis will super
vise the initial development of 12 planta
tio~ patterned on her cooperative farms. 
The new African Federation of Mali, for
merly French West Africa, is sending its 
young Senegalese and Sudanese for 
study visits to Israel and its president bas 
recently asked for Israeli advisers on 
farm development and advice on the di
versification of agriculture. Fifty-six 
Burmese have spent a year living and 
working on collective and cooperative 
settlements in Israel. It may be noted 
that, although some of these countries 
contain Moslem population elements and 
although they are linked to the Arab 
nations in the Bandung bloc, they have 
nevertheless resisted the pressure from 
the Arab bloc against maintaining ties 
with Israel. This suggests that in the 
search for solutions to common problems, 
political differences and religious distinc
tions may be transcended. And it is to 
be hoped that ultimately Israel's Arab 
neighbors will abandon their hostility and 
work with her in the development of the 
whole of the Near East area. 

It is an oversimplification to say that 
Israel, having received aid in her time 
of greatest need. is in turn rendering 
aid to those who now need it. It is per
haps truer to say that many countries 
and many peoples of the world have 
participated in the building of Israel 
with advice and encouragement and 
funds. And Israel is now participating 
as a partner in the building of other 
countries which face problems similar 
to those she faced a decade ago. 

As we have seen, Israel is peculiarly 
fitted to serve as a bridge between the 
West and the underdeveloped countries 
of Africa and Asia with which she has 
so much in common. She is a small 
country as most of them are small and 
she is not alined militarily with any 
one of the major power blocs. This 
makes for a certain psychological rap
port and allays the suspicion of strings 
that too often attaches to aid from the 
major powers. Israel began as they are 
beginning, with limited natural re
sources, short supplies of capital, and 
the social problems of a people in vari
ous stages of transition from traditional 
to modern ways of life. Israel has 
learned the hard way, as must many of 
these countries, how to deal with the 
problems of soil conservation, land rec
lamation, reforestation, water control, 
malaria control and the provision of 
social services to peoples desperately in 
need of them. And Israel is eager to 
share the ·knowledge she has obtained 
with those countries who can use it. 

It is not merely in the field of tech
nical assistance that Israel is working in 
partnership with the new nations of 
Asia and Africa, but also in the fields of 
investment and trade. One of the out
standing examples of joint investment 
has been that between Israel and Ghana. 
In 1947, there was incorporated in 
Ghana a new merchant fleet, the Black 
Star Line, 60 percent owned by the Gov
ernment of Ghana and 40 percent by a 
private Israeli corporation, the Zim Nav
igation Line. Zim has been managing 
the line and training seamen from 
Ghana on the job, while the Israeli Gov-
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ernment provided a m1ss1on to train 
merchant marine offi.cers at the newly 
established Accra Nautical Academy. 
Ghana has saved so much in foreign 
exchange that she recently bought out 
the Zim interests. Another Israeli con
cern is in partnership with the Ghana 
Industrial Development Corp. in 
a building construction enterprise. Is
rael diamond interests have formed a 
partnership with the Guinea Govern
ment to market the output of Guinea 
diamond mines. Japan and Israel are 
planning a joint tuna-fishing operation, 
and Hong Kong and Israel a shipping 
partnership. 

At the time when both Burma and 
Israel suffered acutely from a shortage 
of foreign exchange, Burma bartered rice 
for Israeli tires, machinery, and tools. 
Burma has had perhaps the longest tech
nical assistance and trading relationship 
with Israel dating from the visit of the 
Burmese Prime Minister, U Nu, to Is
rael in 1955. Since then Burmese offi
cials, technicians, and students have been 
studying in Israel and Israeli engineers, 
architects, doctors, agricultural special
ists, and economists have been employed 
in Burma. Israeli technicians have been 
helping Burmese to grow wheat and this 
wheat is exported to Israel in return for 
industrial products and fertilizers. Is
rael is also contributing assistance to 
Burma's defense. Badly in need of mil
itary equipment herself, she neverthe
less sold to Burma 20 Spitfires and pro
vided pilot and maintenance training. 
In a communal settlement on Israel's 
northern frontier have been living a 
group of Burmese Army offi.cers and their 
families. They are studying the pos
sibility of introducing the Israeli system 
of strategic agricultural border settle
ments along their own insecure northern 
frontier. 

Israel's developing relations with the 
Asian and African world are indeed of 
importance to the future of the free 
world everywhere. In the words of one 
commentator: 

The ,Israeli model might well prove to be 
a sort of economic third force, an alterna
tive from the Western pattern but certainly 
far more compatible with free world interests 
than any Communist model. 

Because Israel has accomplished the 
seemingly impossible, she can provide 
inspiration for the countries who might 
doubt that development is possible with
out authoritarianism. The example and 
efforts of Israel may well be crucial in 
deciding whether democracy or totali
tarianism is the path of the future for 
Asia and Africa. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. RooNEY (at the request of Mr. 

SANTANGELO), for the balance of the 
week, on account of illness. 

Mr. RIEHLMAN (at the request Of Mr. 
ARENDs) , for the remainder of this 
week, on account of official business as a 
member of the Board of Visitors to the 
Military Academy. 

Mr. CHELF, from April 27 to and in
cluding May 20, 1960, to serve as a U.S. 

delegate to the meeting in Naples, Italy, 
of the Council of the Intergovernmental 
Committee for European Migration. 

Mr. CLARK (at the request of Mr. CLEM 
MILLER) , for April 27 and 28, on account 
of death in his family. 

Mr. KILDAY (at the request of Mr. 
IKARD), for today, on account of offi.cial 
business, being in attendance as a mem
ber of the Board of Visitors, U.S. Mili
tary Academy, West Point, N.Y. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legisla
tive program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

Mr. KASEM, for 1 hour, today. 
Mr. PuciNSKI <at the request of Mr. 

MACHROWICz), to address the House on 
Tuesday for 1 hour. 

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota, for 1 
hour, on Tuesday next. 

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey <at the 
request of Mr. ALBERT), for 1 how·, to
morrow. 

Mr. CLEM MILLER, for 15 minutes, to
morrow. 

Mrs. DwYER <at the request of Mr. 
GRIFFIN) to address the House tomorrow 
for 10 minutes following the regular 
business and other special orders here
tofore entered. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

extend remarks in the CoNGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr . DuLsKI. 
(At the request of Mr. ALBERT and to 

include extraneous matter the follow
ing:) 

Mr. DENT. 
Mrs. KELLY. 
Mr. HOLLAND. 
Mr. PoAGE <at the request of Mr. 

IRWIN) and to include extraneous 
matter. 

<At the request of Mr. GRIFFIN, the fol
lowing Members to extend their re
marks and include extraneous matter 
in the RECORD: ) 

Mr. SAYLOR. 
Mr.HoEVEN. 
Mr. HosMER. 
Mr. BROYHILL. 
Mr. VANZANDT. 
Mr. WEAVER. 

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 
The SPEAKER announced his signa

ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of 
the following title: 

S. 1751. An act to place in trust status 
certain lands on the Wind River Indian 
Reservation in Wyoming. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. IRWIN. Mr. Speaker, I move that 

the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to. 

. Accordingly (at 5 o'clock and 55 min
utes p.m.) the House adjourned until 
tomorrow, Thursday, April 28, 1960, at 
12 o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

2094. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Supply and Logistics), 
transmitting reports submitted by the De
partments of the Army, Navy, and Air Force 
for the period July 1 to December 31, 1959, 
listing contracts (and modifications thereto), 
negotiated under the authority of sections 
2304(a) (11) and 2304(a) (16) of title 10 
United States Code, pursuant to title 10 
United States Code section 2304(e); to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

2095. A letter from the Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States, transmitting are
port on a review of the policies and practices 
of the Department of Labor and the States 
regarding unemployment compensation pay
ments to retired Federal employees who are 
receiving retirement annuities; to the Com
mittee on Government Operations. 

2096. A letter from the executive secretary, 
American Chemical Society, transmitting the 
annual report of the American Chemical So
ciety for the calendar year 1959, pursuant to 
Public Law 358, 75th Congress; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

2097. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of the Interior, transmitting a draft of pro
posed legislation entitled "A bill to make 
American nationals eligible for scholarships 
and fellowships authorized by the National 
Science Foundation Act of 1950,'' to the Com
mittee on Science and Astronautics. 

2098. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Supply and Logistics), 
transmitting reports on Army, Navy and Air 
Force prime contract awards to small and 
other business firms, pursuant to section 10 
(d) of the Small Business Act, as amended; 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency. · 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BILL.S AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 

of committees were delivered to the 
Clerk for printing and reference to the 
proper calendar, as follows: 

Mr. BARDEN: Committee on Education 
and Labor. H.R. 9070. A bill to amend 
section 8(b) (4) of the National Labor Re

. lations Act, as amended; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 1556). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 

Mr. HARRIS: Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. H.R. 4815. A bill 
to insure effective regulation of D.C. Transit 
System, Inc., and fair and equal competition 
between D.C. Transit System, Inc., and its 
competitors; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1557). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. PRESTON: Committee of conference. 
H.R. 10234. A bill making appropriations 
for the Department of Commerce and re
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1961, and for other purposes (Rept. 
No. 1558). Ordered to be printed. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin: 
H.R. 11930. A bill to extend and expand 

the conservation reserve under the Soil 
Bank Act; to the Committee on Agriculture . 

By Mr. ABERNETHY (by request): 
H.R. 11931. A bill to amend the act of 

March 3, 1901, with respect to the time 
within which a caveat to a will must be 
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filed in the Distl'ict o! Columbia; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. BARING: 
H.R. 11932. A bill giving the consent of 

Congress to a compact between the State of 
Arizona and the Stat.e of Nevada establish
ing a boundary between those States; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ELLIOTT: 
H .R . 11933. A bill to provide increases in 

compensation for food service workers and 
laundry workers under the Veterans' Ad
ministration; to. the Committee on Pos.t Office 
and Civil Service. 

H.R. 11934. A bill to promote greater equity 
in the administration o1 the pay systems of 
employees in the Veterans• Administration 
under prevailing rate schedules by providing 
for certain adjustm.ents. in the compensation 
of such employees; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. HALPERN: 
H .R. 11935. A bill to authorize the Secre

tary of Health, Education, and Welfare to 
make grants to the States to assist in the 
provision of facilities and services for the 
day care of children; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

By Mr. HARMON: 
H.R. 11936. A bill to stab111ze the sales 

economy or the United States by prohibiting 
advertising in commerce of any article pro
duced in a foreign country unless the ad
vertisement clearly states the country of 
origin of such article; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. HESS: 
H.R. 11937. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a. credit 
against the individual income tax for cer
tain amounts paid as special tuition assess
ments to public and priyate institutions of 
education; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. INOUYE: 
H.R. 11938. A bill to adjust the retire

ment benefits of certain retired district 
judges for the district oi Hawaii; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. IRWIN: 
H.R. 11939. A bill to amend the Tariff 

Act of 1930 to permit private carriers to 
transport bonded merchandise. under certain 
conditions; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. KASEM: 
H.R. 11940. A bill to prohibit certain ju

dicial acts aJfecting the internal affairs of 
labor organizations; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LENNON: 
H.R. 11941. A bill to amend section 142 of 

title 28, United States Code, with regard to 
accommodations at places for holding court, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

H.R. 11942. A bill to waive section 142, of 
title 28, United States Code, with respect to 
the U.S. District Court for the Eastern Dis
trict of North Carolina holding court at 
Fayetteville, N.C.; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. MASON: 
H.R. 11943. A bill to permit limited deduc

tion of contriblLtions to political committees; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CLEM MILLER: 
H.R. 11944. A b111 to authorize and direct 

that the national forests be managed under 
principles of multiple use and to produce a 
sustained peld o! products and services, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

By Mr. MONTOYA: 
H.R. 11945. A bill to provide for the con

veyance of certain lands of the United States 
to the Cuba Independent Rural Board of 

Education, Cuba~ N. Mex.; to the Committee 
on Interior and. Insular Affairs. 

By Mrs. PFOST: 
H.R. 11946. A bUl to amend and extend 

the provisions of the Sugar Act of 1948, as 
amended; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. PRICE: 
H.R. 11947. A bill to amend acction 303 

of the Career Compensation Act of 1949 to 
provide that the Secretaries of the unifO!iDed 
services shall prescribe. a reasonable mone
tary allowance for transportation of house 
trailers or mobile dwellings upon permanent 
change of station o:f members of the uni
formed services; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

By Mr. SHIPLEY: 
H.R. 11948. A bill to provide post office 

boxes without charge to. certain patrons of 
post offices without delivery service, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. STRATI'ON: 
H.R. 11949. A bill to permit the interment 

of the last survivor of the Union Army and 
the last survivor of the Confederate Army 
within the Arlington Nati.onal Cemetery; to 
the Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs. 

By Mr. THOMPSON of Texas~ 
H.R. 11950. A bill to provide for the trans

fer of rice acreage history where producer 
permanently withdraws from the produc
tion of rice; to the Committee on Agricul
ture. 

By Mr. THOMPSON of Louisiana: 
H.R. 11951. A bill to authorize the naviga

tion project for the Calcasieu River and 
Pass, La.; to the Committee on Public 
Works. 

By Mr. VINSON: 
H.R. 11952. A bill to repeal the act of May 

29, 1958, which authorized and directed the 
Administrator of General Services to provide 
for the release of restrictions and reserva
tions contained in an instrument convey
ing certain land by the United States to the 
State of Wisconsin;, to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

By Mr. WESTLAND: 
H .R. 11953. A bill to provide for the assess

ing of Indian trust lands and restricted fee 
patent Indian lands within the Lummi In
dian diking project on the Lummi Indian 
Reservation in the State of Washington, 
through drainage and diking district formed 
under the laws of the State of Washington; 
to the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

By Mr. FULTON: 
H.R. 11954. A bill to establish a U.S. Travel 

Commission and a U.S. Office of Interna
tional Travel; to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. LAIRD: 
H.R. 11955. A bill to protect the public 

health by requiring appropriate warning 
labels on packages of substances intended 
or suitable for household use, where the 
substance or the container thereof may cause 
accidental injury or illness in the absence 
of proper precautions; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. MULTER~ 
H.R. 11956. A bill to amend the Social Se

curity Act to permit the use of social se
curity records to . aid in locating runaway 
parents and other persons against whom 
criminal prosecutions are pending; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. RIVERS of Alaska: 
H.R. 11957. A bill to facilitate the selec

tion by Alaska, pursuant to the act of July 
7, 1958, of certain pubUc lands under out
standing mineral lease or permit; to the 
Committee on Interior and InsUlar Af!airs. 

By Mr. ROOSEVELT (by request) : 
H.R. 11958. A bill to prohibit certain judi

cial acts affecting the internal affairs of labor 
organizations; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. WOLF: 
H.R.l1959. A bill to amend the Packers 

and Stockyards Act, 1921, to strengthen in
dependent competition by providing for 
com~titive enterprise in the retail sales of 
meat, meat food products, livestock products, 
and other food items; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

By Mr. DENT: 
H.R. 11960. A bill to prohibit certain judi

cial acts affecting the internal affairs of labor 
organizations; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. HOLLAND: 
H.R. 11961. A bill to prohibit certain jUdi

cial acts affecting the internal affairs of labor 
organizations; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. RIVERS of Alaska: 
H.R. 11962. A bill to provide compensation 

to the Yakutat local community of Tlingit 
Indians of the State of Alaska for the extinc
tion of their original Indian title; to the 
Committee on Interior and InsUlar Affairs. 

By Mr. THOMSON of Wyoming: 
H.R. 11963. A bill to authorize and direct 

the Secretary of the Interior to issue a patent 
conveying certain lands in the town of 
Powen, Wyo., together with improvements, 
to the Shoshone Irrigation District, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mrs. OHURCH: 
H.J.Res. 699. Joint resoluti.on to establish 

a Joint Committee on Mutual Security; to 
the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. LEVERING: 
R .J. Res. 700. Joint resolution establishing 

a joint committee to investigate the cost of 
living and the widening spread between re
tail pdces and prices paid to farmers; to the 
Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. FULTON: 
H. Res._511. Resolution creating a select 

committee to conduct a study of the fiscal 
organization and procedures of the Congress; 
to the Committee on Rules. 

H. Res. 512. Resolution to amend the · 
Ru1es of the House to require the yeas and 
nays in the case of final action on appro
priation bills; to the Committee on Rules. 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, 

• 

Mr. FORAND presented a memorial of 
the House o! Representatives of the Rhode 
Island General Assembly memorializing 
the Congress of the United States with re
spect to providing benefits to the aged, ill, 
and disabled veterans of World War I in the 
form of pensions or any other means which 
provide relief so vitally needed, which was 
referred to the Committee on Veterans' Af
fairs. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BERRY: 
H.R. 11964. A bill :for the relief of Wil

helmina Sophia DeBruyne; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. BLITCH: 
H.R. 11965. A b111 for the relief of Mrs. 

Beulah J. Rowe; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 
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By Mr. BROCK: 

H.R. 11966. A om for the relief of Nellie V. 
Lohry; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CASEY: 
H.R. 11967. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 

Mabel Constance Kennedy; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. COHELAN: 
H.R. 11968. A bill for the relief of Chong 

Son Zee and Ng Lee Gean Z.ee; tcr the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FULTON: 
H.R. 11969. A b111 for the reltef of Ennio 

0. Cappelli; ro the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. HEALEY: 
H.R. 11970. A biil foc the relief of Ilona 

Salamon; to· the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

H.R. 11971. A bill for the relief of Agostino 
Aurillo; to the CommUtee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. INOUYE: 
H.R. 11972. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 

Mine Kitagawa; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. MEADER: 
H.R. 11973. A bill to. grant to Hobart M. 

Bennett and Stella Bennett all the right, 
title, and interest of the United States in 
and to certain minerals; to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. SISK:' 
H.R. 11974. A bill to authorize the Secre

tary of the Interior to convey certain land 
in the Big Sandy Rancheria, Calif., and to 
accept other l:and in exchange therefol'; to 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

By Mr. TEAGUE of California: 
H.R. 11975. A b1ll for the relief of Helga 

Hirte; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ANFUSO: 
H.R.. 11976. A bill for the relief of Antonlo 

Ceci; to the Committee on the .l'ucdlciary. 

PETITIONS. ETC. 
Under elause 1 of ~ule :xxn, petitions 

and papers were laid on the Clerk"s desk 
and referred as follows: 

442. By the SPEAKER: Petition of G. 
Davids and two other citizens, Shreveport, 
La.., relative to vigorously protesting House 
Joint Resolution 558, and Senate Resolution 
83; to the Committee on Foreign Atrairs. 

443. Also, petition of Jesse L~ Turner and 
others, Chattanooga, Tenn., relative to re
ques.ting passage of H.:R~ 8783, w.hich pro
'Yides, health benefits for civil service retirees; 
to the Committee on Post omce and CiVil 
Service. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
11 A Milestone Measuring the BeHerment 

of Human Relations," Is Topic of Ad
dress, by Representative John. M .. Slack, 
Jr., at Mayor's Commission Anniver
sary Dinner, Charleston, W.Va. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. JENNINGS RANDOLPH 
OF WEST VIRGINIA 

IN THE SENATE OP THE UNITED STATES 

Wednesday, April27, 1960 
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, one 

of the most significant events in recent 
West Virginia histocy occurred last night 
in the State's capital city, Charleston, 
where the first annual dinner meeting of 
the Mayor's Commission on Human Re
lations was held. 

That important and helpful commis
sion was created by the late Mayor John 
T. Copenhaver in an executive order 
signed June 7, 1959. Under this com
mission the late Mayor Copenhaver en
visioned a better city wherein all its citi
zens might live in harmony and brother
hood, enjoying the fruits of citizenship 
without regard to race,> creed, or na
tional origin. 

More than 40 civic, business, and pro
fessional and religious organizations are 
cosponsors of the· Commission on Human 
Relations in Charleston, and its officers 
and members are L. Leo Kohlbecker, 
chairman; Dr. James H. Walker, vice 
chairman; Mrs. !renee May, secretary; 
John D. Smallridge, treasurer; and 
Willard Brown, G. E. Ferguson, Mrs. 
Andrew Gardner~ Dewey E. S. Kuhns, 
William L. Lonesome, Rev. Moses New
some,Miles C. Stanley, A. S. Thomas, Jr., 
Rabbi Samuel Volkman, and Houston G. 
Young, members. 

Master of ceremonies for the April 26, 
1960, event, held in Charleston's spacious 
civic center, was Mayor John A. Shank
lin, assisted by the chairman of the 
commission, Mr. Kohlbecker. The in
vocation was by Rev. F. Elwyn Peace, 
president of the Charleston Ministerial 
Association; the prayer of the evening 
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was by Very Rev. Claude Vogel, O.F.M.; 
and the benediction was pronounced by 
Rabbi Samuel Volkman, D.D., of the 
Virginia Street Temple. 

Principal guest speaker for the occa
sion was the venerable statesman of the 
sports world, Branch Rickey, president 
of the Continental Baseball League, 
while other speakers included Gov. Cecil 
H. Underwood of West Virginia, Hon. 
John A. Field, Jr., U.S. district judge 
for the southern district of West Vir
ginia, and Representative JoHN M. 
SLACK, JR., of the Sixth West Virginia 
District. The senior Senator from West 
Virginia likewise was privileged to be a 
guest of the commission and a partici
pant. 

Mr. Rickey, the baseball executive who 
first sponsored a member of the Negro 
race as a player in organized profes
sional baseball, still aggressive and 
mentally alert at the advanced age of 
79 years, spoke strongly against preju
dice and expressed' the belief that three 
major .forces are working against it; 
namely, proximity, as exemplified by 
Jackie Robinson's short, 6 months of 
proximity as a minor league player be
fore becoming a major league regular; 
second, individual accomplishments by 
members of minority groups; and the 
third, religion. 

Governor Underwood expressed the 
hope that the commission's first annual 
dinner meeting would be repeated each 
year as an event to which the people 
of Charleston, Kanawha County, and 
West Virginia wquld look forward with 
pride and satisfaction. 

Judge Field spoke of the paradox in
. herent in the fact that a meeting is held 
to discuss the rights of minority group~ 
even though it is so historically well 
documented that such groups have made 
great contributions to America. 

Mayor Shanklin gave public expres
sion to his appreciation for the accom
plishments of the commission and gave 
assurance that its members have his 
wholehearted support for the manner in 
which they have approached the prob~ 
lem of how to engender good human re
lations. 

Representative SLACK, a native of 
Charleston and the Member of Congress 
:from the district which includes Charles
ton and Kanawha County, likewise pre
sented enlightened remarks. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the CoNGREs
SWNAL RECORD following these remarks 
the text of the well-considered speech 
by my capable colleague, Representative 
SLACK. 

There being no objection, the speech 
was ordered printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

A MlLEST:ONE MEAsURING '!'HE. BETTERMENT OF 
H:UMAN1 RE:LATIONS 

(Speech by Hon. JoHN M. SLACK, JR., a Rep
resentative from West Virginia, at first 
annual dinner meeting of the Mayor's 
Commission on Human Relations, Charles
ton, W. Va., April 26, 1960) 
This meeting of the Mayor's Commission 

on Human Relations comes at a critical point 
in our national history, and the work· of this 
group carries a growing significance. In 
simple language, what you are trying to do 
is to establish greater mutual understanding 
and trust among several population elements 
of this community • • • to establish ft by 
friendly persuasion and personal example. 
Very few human undertakings are more im
portant to the fulfillment of our national 
objectives today. 

There are some relationships among hu
man beings which simply cannot be created 
and maintained by law, or imposed from the 
top down. They must be initiated and 
allowe-d to grow strong and secure from the 
grassroots up-in all such relationships 
the key to success lies in work undertaken 
at the community level. 

Most of us, I am sure, are fammar with 
the phrase "equal justice under law'' which 
is carved in stone over the entrance to the 
U.S. Supreme Court. That statement con
stitutes. a guarantee of formal, legal justice 
for all Americans. 

MORE THAN LEGAL JUSTICE 

The privilege of full American citizenship, 
however, contemplates a great deal more than 
juat legal justice. The American ideal, the 
way of life which has revitalized the thinking 
of all mankind since 1776, is based on polit
ical and soeial justice. When our Founding 
Father;s endorsed the.fa.maus statement: "We 
hold these truths to be s.elf-ev;ident • • • 
that all men are created equal • • • that 
they are endowed by their Creator with the 
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